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TUESDAY,  AUGUST  7,  1962 

U.S.  Senate, 

Subcommittee  on  Public  Roads  of  the 

Committee  on  Public  Works, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  call,  at  10  a.m.,  in  room  4200, 
New  Senate  Office  Building,  Senator  Pat  McNamara  (chairman) 
presiding. 

Present:  Senators  McNamara  (presiding),  Kerr,  Randolph,  Moss, 
Metcalf,  and  Miller. 

Also  present:  Senator  Chavez,  chairman  of  the  full  committee. 

Senator  McNamara.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

This  committee  is  meeting  this  morning  for  hearings  on  H.R.  12135, 
the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962,  and  other  related  highway 
bills,  introduced  in  the  87th  Congress. 

H.R.  12135  passed  the  House  on  July  19, 1962,  and  has  been  referred 
to  this  subcommittee.  It  authorizes  appropriations  for  fiscal  years 
1964  and  1965  for  the  construction  of  certain  highways,  which  are 
part  of  the  so-called  A-B-C  system,  and  other  roads,  in  accordance 
with  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code,  and  for  other  purposes. 

We  also  have  S.  1159,  Senator  Chavez’  bill,  which  proposes  in¬ 
creases  in  authorizations  for  the  group  comprising  forest  roads  and 
trails,  public  lands  highways,  et  cetera.  The  most  significant  portion 
of  this  bill  would  authorize  a  new  category  of  roads,  designated  as 
“forest  recreation  and  access  roads.”  These  roads  would  be  supple¬ 
mental  to  the  forest  roads  and  trails  program.  The  latter  pro¬ 
gram  is  essential  for  timber  management  and  harvesting  purposes. 
The  new  category  would  need  to  be  of  a  higher  type  to  accommodate 
the  traveling  public. 

We  also  have  S.  2907,  another  bill  introduced  by  Senator  Chavez 
to  authorize  an  additional  appropriation  of  $850,000  for  the  Rama 
Road;  S.  2529,  a  bill  introduced  by  Senator  Holland  to  authorize  $28 
million  for  the  completion  of  the  Inter- American  Highway;  S.  3590, 
another  bill  introduced  by  Senator  Chavez  to  authorize  $32  million 
to  complete  the  Inter- American  Highway ;  an  increase  of  $4  million 
over  the  amount  provided  in  Senator  Holland’s  bill  S.  2529;  and 
S.  3136,  the  bill  which  I  introduced  in  behalf  of  the  administration, 
as  well  as  several  other  road  bills.  All  of  these  bills  will  be  inserted 
in  the  record  at  this  point. 
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(H.R.  12135  and  related  bills  are  as  follows :) 

[H.R.  12135,  87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

AN  ACT  To  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  for  the  construction 
of  certain  highways  In  accordance  with  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code,  and  for  other 
purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 


6HORT  TITLE 

Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962”. 

AUTHORIZATIONS 

Sec.  2.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  title  23  of  the  United 
States  Code  the  following  sums  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated : 

(1)  For  the  Federal-aid  primary  system  and  the  Federal-aid  secondary  sys¬ 
tem  and  for  their  extension  within  urban  areas,  out  of  the  Highway  Trust  Fund, 
$950,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $975,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965.  The  sums  authorized  in  this  paragraph  for 
each  fiscal  year  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  as  follows : 

(A)  45  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  highway 
system ; 

(B)  30  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway 
system ;  and 

(C)  25  per  centum  for  projects  on  extensions  of  the  Federal-aid  primary 
and  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  systems  in  urban  areas. 

(2)  For  forest  highways,  $33,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964, 
and  $33,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(3)  For  forest  development  roads  and  trails,  an  additional  $10,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  $70,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1964,  and  $85,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(4)  For  public  lands  development  roads  and  trails,  $2,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30, 1964,  and  $4,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(5)  For  park  roads  and  trails,  $22,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1964,  and  $25,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1965. 

(6)  For  parkways,  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and 
$16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1965. 

(7)  For  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges,  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $18,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(8)  For  public  lands  highways,  $3,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1964,  and  $3,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

ASSISTANCE  FOR  DISPLACED  FAMILIES  AND  BUSINESSES 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Chapter  1  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  section : 

“§  133.  Relocation  assistance 

“(a)  As  used  in  this  section  the  term  ‘eligible  person’  means  any  individual, 
family,  business  concern  (including  the  operation  of  a  farm)  and  nonprofit  or¬ 
ganization  to  be  displaced  by  construction  of  a  project. 

“(b)  The  Secretary  prior  to  his  approval  of  any  project  under  section  106  of 
this  title  for  right-of-way  acquisition  or  actual  construction  shall  require  the 
State  highway  department  to  give  satisfactory  assurance  that  relocation  advisory 
assistance  shall  be  provided  for  the  relocation  of  families  displaced  by  acquisition 
or  clearance  of  rights-of-way  for  any  Federal-aid  highway. 

“(c)  The  Secretary  shall  approve,  as  a  part  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  a 
project  on  any  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  systems,  such  relocation  payments  as 
may  be  made  by  a  State  highway  department,  or  a  local  public  agency  acting  as 
an  agent  for  the  State  highway  department  for  this  purpose,  to  eligible  persons 
for  their  reasonable  and  necessary  moving  expenses  caused  by  their  displacement 
from  real  property  acquired  for  such  project.  However,  the  Secretary  shall  not 
reqire  a  State  to  pay  relocation  payments  where  not  authorized  by  State  law. 

“(d)  Payments  under  this  section  shall  be  subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations 
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as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  and  shall  not  exceed  $200  in  the  case  of  an 
individual  or  family,  or  $3,000  in  the  case  of  a  business  concern  (including  the 
operation  of  a  farm)  or  nonprofit  organization.  In  the  case  of  a  business (  includ¬ 
ing  the  operation  of  a  farm)  and  in  the  case  of  a  nonprofit  organization,  the  allow¬ 
able  expenses  for  transportation  under  this  subsection  shall  not  exceed  the  cost 
of  moving  50  miles  from  the  point  from  which  such  business  or  organization  is 
beng  displaced.  Such  rules  and  regulations  may  include  provisions  authorizing 
reimbursement  for  payments  made  to  individuals  and  families  of  fixed  amounts 
(not  to  exceed  $200  in  any  case)  in  lieu  of  their  respective  reasonable  and  neces¬ 
sary  moving  expenses. 

“(e)  This  section  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  projects  approved  under 
section  106  of  this  title  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  section.” 

(b)  The  analysis  of  chapter  1  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  is  amended 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following : 

’‘133.  Relocation  assistance.” 

PUBLIC  LANDS  DEVELOPMENT  ROADS  AND  TRAILS 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Section  101  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
Immediately  after  the  paragraph  which  begins  “The  term  ‘project  agreement’ 
means”,  the  following: 

“The  term  ‘public  lands  development  roads  and  trails’  means  those  roads  or 
trails  which  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  determines  are  of  primary  importance 
for  the  development,  protection,  administration,  and  utilization  of  public  lands 
and  resources  under  his  control.” 

(b)  Chapter  2  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  section : 

“§  214.  Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails 

“(a)  Funds  available  for  public  lands  development  roads  and  trails  shall  be 
used  to  pay  the  cost  of  construction  and  improvement  of  such  roads  and  trails. 

“(b)  Funds  available  for  public  lands  development  roads  and  trails  shall  be 
available  for  adjacent  vehicular  parking  areas  and  for  sanitary,  water,  and 
fire  control  facilities. 

“(c)  The  Secretary  shall  approve  the  location,  type,  and  design  of  all  projects 
for  public  lands  development  roads  and  trails  before  any  expenditures  are 
made  thereon  and  all  construction  thereof  shall  be  under  the  general  super¬ 
vision  of  the  Secretary.” 

(c)  The  analysis  of  chapter  2  of  title  23  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following : 

“214.  Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails.” 

AVAILABILITY  OF  FUNDS - OTHER  HIGHWAYS 

Sec.  5.  Section  203  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  is  amended  by  in¬ 
serting  immediately  before  the  phrase  “park  roads  and  trails”,  at  each  of  the 
two  places  it  appears  in  such  section,  the  following :  “public  lands  development 
roads  and  trails,”. 

FEDERAL-AID  SECONDARY  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM - URBAN  AREAS 

Sec.  6.  (a)  The  last  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  of  section  103  of  title  23,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows :  “This  system  may  be  located  both 
in  rural  and  urban  areas,  but  any  extension  of  the  system  into  urban  areas 
shall  be  subject  to  the  condition  that  such  extension  pass  through  the  urban 
area  or  connect  with  another  Federal-aid  system  within  the  urban  area.” 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  apply  to 
apportionments  made  before  as  well  as  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

TRANSPORTATION  PLANNING  IN  CERTAIN  URBAN  AREAS 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
immediately  following  section  133  the  following  new  section : 

“§  134.  Transportation  planning  in  certain  urban  areas 

“It  is  declared  to  be  in  the  national  interest  to  encourage  and  promote  the 
development  of  transportation  systems,  embracing  various  modes  of  transport 
in  a  manner  that  will  serve  the  States  and  local  communities  efficiently  and 


4 


FEDERAL- AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1962 


effectively.  To  accomplish  this  objective  the  Secretary  shall  cooperate  with  the 
States,  as  authorized  in  this  title,  in  the  development  of  long-range  highway 
plans  and  programs  which  are  properly  coordinated  with  plans  for  improve¬ 
ments  in  other  affected  forms  of  transportation  and  which  are  formulated  with 
due  consideration  to  their  probable  effect  on  the  future  development  of  urban 
areas  of  more  than  fifty  thousand  population.  After  July  1,  1965,  the  Secretary 
shall  not  approve  under  section  105  of  this  title  any  program  for  projects  in  any 
urban  area  of  more  than  fifty  thousand  population  unless  he  finds  that  such 
projects  are  based  on  a  continuing  comprehensive  transportation  planning 
process  carried  on  cooperatively  by  States  and  local  communities  in  conform¬ 
ance  with  the  objectives  stated  in  this  section.” 

(b)  The  analysis  of  chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following : 

“134.  Transportation  planning  in  certain  urban  areas.” 

RURAL  DELIVERY  AND  STAR  ROUTE  MILEAGE 

Sec.  8.  (a)  Subsection  (b)  (1)  of  section  104  of  title  23  of  the  United  States 
Code  is  amended  by  striking  out  “preceding  fiscal  year”  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  “preceding  fiscal  year”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “preceding  calen¬ 
dar  year”. 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  be  appli¬ 
cable  only  with  respect  to  apportionments  made  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  Act 

HIGHWAY  PLANNING  AND  RESEARCH  FUNDS 

Sec.  9.  Subsection  (c)  of  section  307  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  is 
amended  by  inserting  “(1)”  immediately  after  “(c)”,  by  striking  out  “any  year” 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “each  fiscal  year  prior  to  the  fiscal  year  1964”,  and 
by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following : 

“(2)  One  and  one-half  per  centum  of  the  sums  apportioned  for  each  fiscal 
year  beginning  with  the  fiscal  year  1964  to  any  State  under  section  104  of  this 
title  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  by  the  State  highway  department  only 
for  the  purposes  enumerated  in  paragraph  ( 1 )  of  this  subsection. 

“(3)  In  addition  to  the  percentage  provided  in  paragraph  (2)  of  this  sub¬ 
section,  not  to  exced  one-half  of  one  per  centum  of  sums  apportioned  for  each 
fiscal  year  beginning  with  the  fiscal  year  1964  under  paragraphs  (1),  (2),  and 

(3)  of  section  104(b)  of  this  title  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  upon  request 
of  the  State  highway  department  for  the  purposes  enumerated  in  paragraph  (1)  of 
this  subsection. 

“(4)  Sums  made  available  under  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of  this  subsection 
shall  be  matched  by  the  State  in  accordance  with  section  120  of  this  title  unless 
the  Secretary  determines  that  the  interests  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  program 
would  be  best  served  without  such  matching.” 

definitions 

Sec.  10.  For  the  purposes  of  section  2  of  this  Act  each  of  the  following  terms 
shall  have  the  same  meaning  as  is  given  it  in  section  101  of  title  23  of  the 
United  States  Code : 

( 1 )  Forest  development  roads  and  trails ; 

(2)  Forest  highway ; 

(3)  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges; 

(4)  Park  roads  and  trails ; 

(5)  Parkway; 

(6)  Public  lands  highways ; 

(7)  Federal-aid  primary  system; 

(8)  Federal-aid  secondary  system  ; 

(9)  Urban  area; 

( 10)  Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  July  18, 1962. 

Attest : 


Ralph  R.  Roberts,  Clerk. 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1962 


5 


[S.  1159,  87th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  provide  increased  authorizations  for  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30,  1962,  and 
June  30,  1963,  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails,  Indian  reservation  roads,  and 
public  lands  highways,  and  to  provide  authorization  for  the  construction  of  national 
forest  recreation  and  access  roads. 

Be  it  enacted  tty  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United 
States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

SHORT  TITLE 

Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Highway  Act  of  1961”. 

INCREASED  AUTHORIZATIONS  FOR  1962  AND  1963 

Sec.  2.  (a)  Section  2  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1960  (74  Stat.  522)  is 
amended — 

(1)  by  striking  out  “$35,000,000”  and  “$40,000,000”  in  paragraph  (3> 
thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu  of  such  amounts  “$45,000,000”  and  “$55,- 
000,000”,  respectively ; 

(2)  by  striking  out  “$12,000,000”  wherever  it  appears  in  paragraph  (6) 
thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu  of  such  amount  “$17,000,000” ; 

(3)  by  striking  out  “$3,500,000”  and  “$3,000,000”  in  paragraph  (7)  thereof 
and  inserting  in  lieu  of  such  amounts  “$7,000,000”  and  “$6,000,000”,  respec¬ 
tively  ;  and 

(4)  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  paragraph  : 

“(8)  For  forest  recreation  and  access  roads,  $25,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1962,  and  $25,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30, 1963.”. 

(b)  Section  7  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1960  is  amended  by  striking  out 
the  period  at  the  end  thereof  and  inserting  in  lieu  of  such  period  a  semicolon 
and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  a  new  paragraph  as  follows : 

“  (10)  Forest  recreation  and  access  roads.” 

FOREST  RECREATION  AND  ACCESS  ROADS 

Sec.  3  (a)  Section  101  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  is  amended  by 
inserting  therein,  immediately  after  the  definition  of  the  term  “forest  highway”, 
a  new  paragraph  as  follows : 

“The  term  ‘forest  recreation  and  access  roads’  means  those  forest  roads  of 
primary  importance  for  the  purpose  of  providing  access  to  recreation  areas  and 
other  areas  to  which  it  is  desirable  to  admit  the  public  within  the  national 
forests.”. 

(b)  The  analysis  of  chapter  2  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
inserting  after 

“205.  Forest  development  roads  and  trails.” 
a  new  item  as  follows : 

“205A.  Forest  recreation  and  access  roads.”. 

(c)  Section  202  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  at 
jhe  end  thereof  the  following : 

“(d)  Sums  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  forest  recreation  and  access 
roads  shall  be  allocated  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  according  to  the  rela¬ 
tive  needs  of  the  various  national  forests,  taking  into  consideration  the  use  of 
such  roads  for  interconnections  between  communities  within  or  adjacent  to  such 
forests.”. 

(d)  The  first  and  fourth  sentences  of  section  203  of  title  23,  United  States 
Code,  are  amended  by  inserting  therein,  immediately  after  “forest  develop¬ 
ment  roads  and  trails”  a  comma  and  the  following :  “forest  recreation  and  access 
roads”. 

(e)  Chapter  2  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
section  205  a  new  section  as  follows : 

“§  205A.  Forest  recreation  and  access  roads 

“(a)  Funds  available  for  forest  recreation  and  access  roads  shall  be  used  by 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  construction  thereof  and. 
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to  the  extent  he  deems  advisable,  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  maintenance  thereof. 
In  connection  therewith,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  enter  into  contracts 
with  a  State  or  civil  subdivision  thereof,  and  issue  such  regulations  as  he  deems 
advisable. 

“(b)  Cooperation  of  States,  counties,  or  other  local  subdivisions  may  be  ac¬ 
cepted  but  shall  not  be  required  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

“(c)  Construction  estimated  to  cost  $10,000  or  more  per  mile,  exclusive  of 
bridges,  shall  be  advertised  and  let  to  contract.  If  such  estimated  cost  is  less 
than  $10,000  per  mile  or  if,  after  proper  advertising,  no  acceptable  bid  is  re¬ 
ceived  or  the  bids  are  deemed  excessive,  the  work  may  be  done  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  on  his  own  account.  For  such  purpose,  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  may  purchase,  lease,  hire,  rent,  or  otherwise  obtain  all  necessary  supplies, 
materials,  tools,  equipment,  and  facilities  required  to  perform  the  work,  and 
may  pay  wages,  salaries,  and  other  expenses  for  help  employed  in  connection 
with  such  work. 

“(d)  Funds  available  for  forest  recreation  and  access  roads  shall  be  available 
for  adjacent  vehicular  parking  areas  and  for  sanitary,  water,  and  fire  control 
facilities.” 

(f)  Section  211  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  after 
“205”  a  comma  and  “205A”. 


[S.  2907,  87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  authorize  an  additional  appropriation  for  the  Rama  Road. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That,  in  order  to  provide  for  completion  of 
the  Rama  Road  in  the  Republic  of  Nicaragua,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  Department  of  State,  in  addition  to  the  sums  heretofore 
authorized,  the  sum  of  $850,000,  to  be  available  until  expended,  for  discharging 
the  United  States  obligation  under  the  applicable  agreement  with  the  Govern¬ 
ment  of  Nicaragua :  Provided,  That  the  survey  and  construction  work  shall  be 
under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce :  And  provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  funds  provided  pursuant  to  this  authorization  shall  not  be  available 
for  expenditure  except  under  the  conditions  set  forth  in  section  5  of  the  Federal 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952  (  66  Stat.  160)  with  respect  to  the  authorization  con¬ 
tained  in  that  section. 


The  Secretary  of  State, 
Washington,  February  19, 1962. 

Hon.  Lyndon  B.  Johnson, 

President  of  the  Senate. 

Dear  Me.  Vice  President:  I  herewith  submit  proposed  legislation  to  permit 
completion  of  the  Rama  Road  in  Nicaragua. 

In  an  official  note  of  April  8,  1942,  the  United  States  entered  into  an  agreement 
with  the  Government  of  Nicaragua  to  construct  a  road  from  San  Benito  to  Rama. 
This  agreement  was  an  outgrowth  of  conversations  between  President  Somoza 
of  Nicaragua  and  President  Roosevelt.  At  that  time  the  Nicaraguan  President 
asked  that  the  United  States  construct  a  sea-level  canal  across  Nicaragua,  a 
right  which  the  United  States  obtained  in  the  Bryan-Chamorro  Treaty  of  1914. 
However,  the  U.S.  War  Department  recommended  against  construction  of  this 
canal  and  also  against  a  barge  canal  using  the  San  Juan  River  and  Lake  Nica- 
rague.  Agreement  was  then  reached  on  the  construction  of  a  road  from  San 
Benito  to  Rama. 

The  Rama  Road  is  designed  to  unite  two  sections  which  heretofore  have  been 
completely  separated  except  by  air  transport  and  small  boat  traffic.  The  dis¬ 
tance  from  San  Benito  to  Rama  is  155  miles  of  which  136  miles  of  all-weather 
road  have  been  constructed.  Nineteen  miles  of  highway  and  eight  bridges 
remain  to  be  completed.  When  the  Rama  Road  is  finished  a  port  for  the  capital 
city  of  Managua  will  be  created  since  the  Nicaraguan  Government  needs  only 
to  dredge  the  mouth  of  the  Escondido  River  to  allow  oceangoing  ships  to  proceed 
upstream  to  the  town  of  Rama.  A  port  at  Rama  will  facilitate  shipping  and 
lower  the  costs  on  Nicaragua’s  imports  and  exports. 

The  area  in  eastern  Nicaragua  served  by  the  completed  portion  of  the  Rama 
Road  is  already  benefiting  by  the  development  of  promising  cattle,  coffee,  and 
mining  industries.  Furthermore,  the  augmented  truck  and  bus  traffic  between 
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Villa  Sornoza,  Santo  Tomas,  Juigalpa,  and  Managua  has  already  resulted  in 
increased  imports  of  U.S.  vehicles,  parts,  petroleum  and  related  products.  Daily 
scheduled  bus  service  has  been  established  as  far  as  the  road  has  been  completed. 
The  Nicaraguan  Government  is  constructing  feeder  roads  between  the  develop¬ 
ing  rural  areas  and  the  Rama  Road  and  from  there  to  Managua  and  other 
major  centers  of  population.  Although  the  United  States  is  obligated  to  bear 
the  entire  cost  of  the  Rama  Road,  Nicaragua  has  nonetheless  expended  approxi¬ 
mately  $4.8  million  on  this  project. 

Construction  of  the  Rama  Road  began  early  in  1943  with  a  $4  million  alloca¬ 
tion  to  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  Department  of  Commerce,  from  the  Emer¬ 
gency  Fund  for  the  President.  Work  was  suspended  in  June  1948  when  these 
funds  were  exhausted.  Subsequently,  the  following  authorizations  were  made: 
(1)  The  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952  authorized  $4  million ;  (2)  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1954  authorized  $4  million;  and  (3)  Public  Law  85-885 
authorized  $4  million.  Thus  a  total  of  $16  million  has  been  authorized  of  which 
$14.5  million  has  been  appropriated.  Of  the  amount  appropriated  to  date, 
funds  were  available  to  cover  six  of  the  remaining  eight  bridges  and  14  of  the 
remaining  19  miles  of  highway.  The  unappropriated  authorization  of  $1.5  mil¬ 
lion  is  sufficient  only  to  cover  the  construction  of  the  final  two  bridges.  Addi¬ 
tional  authorizing  legislation  is  therefore  required  for  $850,000  to  complete  the 
last  5  miles  of  roadway.  An  appropriation  for  the  entire  amount  of  $2,350,000 
will  enable  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  to  negotiate  a  contract  for  the  uncom¬ 
pleted  portion  of  this  project,  thereby  discharging  in  full  the  obligation  of  the 
United  States  under  the  agreement  with  Nicaragua. 

The  submission  of  this  proposed  legislation  has  been  approved  by  the  Bureau 
of  the  Budget  as  being  consistent  with  the  administration’s  objectives. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Dean  Rusk. 


The  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
Washington,  D.G.,  May  31,  1962. 

Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  is  in  further  reply  to  your  request  for  the  views  of 
the  Department  of  Commerce  on  S.  2907,  87th  Congress,  2d  session,  a  bill  to 
authorize  an  additional  appropriation  for  the  Rama  Road. 

The  bill  would  authorize  the  sum  of  $850,000  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State  for  the  completion  of  the  Rama  Road  in  Nicaragua.  The  survey 
and  construction  work  would  be  under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce. 

The  Department  of  Commerce  recommends  enactment  of  S.  2907,  amended  as 
set  forth  herein. 

The  Project  Statement  and  Memorandum  of  Understanding  for  the  Rama  Road, 
entered  into  between  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  of  this  Department  and  the 
Government  of  Nicaragua  to  carry  out  the  terms  of  the  governing  legislation, 
provides  for  the  construction  of  a  road  between  San  Benito  and  Rama  to  mutually 
acceptable  standards.  Authorizations  available  to  date  will  complete  this 
construction  to  the  Sequia  River,  including  a  bridge  over  the  Sequia  River,  leav¬ 
ing  5  miles  of  highway  to  Rama  remaining  to  be  constructed. 

The  overall  increasing  trend  in  prices  and  the  more  difficult  construction  prob¬ 
lems  experienced  in  the  rain  forests  toward  the  Pacific  coast  in  Nicaragua  have 
all  attributed  to  exceeding  the  basic  estimate  made  several  years  ago.  It  is  now 
estimated  that  an  additional  authorization  and  appropriation  of  $850,000  will 
be  needed  to  complete  the  road  in  accordance  with  the  agreement,  with  Nicaragua. 
This  is  the  amount  provided  for  in  the  budget  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1963  (H.  Doc.  266,  p.  618).  .  ^ 

It  is  noted  that  the  bill  refers  to  the  expenditure  of  funds  under  section  5  of 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952  (66  Stat.  160).  The  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  5  of  the  1952  act  have  now  been  codified  as  section  213  of  title  23,  United 
States  Code.  It  is  recommended,  therefore,  that  the  phrase  “section  5  of  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1952  (66  Stat.  160),”  where  it  appears  in  lines  2, 
3,  and  4  on  page  2  of  the  bill,  be  deleted  and  that  “section  213  of  title  23, 
United  States  Code,”  be  inserted  in  lieu  thereof. 
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The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  there  would  be  no  objection  to  the 
submission  of  this  report  and,  further,  that  enactment  of  this  legislation  would 
be  consistent  with  the  objectives  of  the  administration. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Edward  Gudeman, 

Under  Secretary  of  Commerce. 


[S.  2529,  87  th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  authorize  the  appropriation  of  adequate  funds  to  provide  for  the  completion 
of  the  construction  of  the  Inter-American  Highway. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United 
States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That,  for  the  purpose  of  completing 
the  construction  of  the  Inter-American  Highway,  there  is  hereby  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  the  additional  sum  of  $28,000,000  to  be  expended  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  provisions  of  section  212  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code. 


[S.  3590,  87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  authorize  the  appropriation  of  adequate  funds  to  provide  for  the  completion  of 
the  construction  of  the  Inter-American  Highway,  and  for  other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That,  for  the  purpose  of  completing  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Inter-American  Highway,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  the  additional  sum  of  $32,000,000  to  be  expended  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  section  212  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code:  Provided, 
That  no  part  of  such  sum  shall  be  obligated  in  any  country  until  that  country 
demonstrates,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary,  that  it  is  capable  of  meeting 
its  commitment  for  maintenance  under  the  agreements  entered  into  pursuant  to 
the  provisions  of  section  212(a)  (5)  of  title  23,  United  States  Code. 


[From  the  Congressional  Record,  Aug.  1,  1962] 

Appropriations  for  Completion  of  Inter- American  Highway 

Mr.  Chavez.  Mr.  President,  by  request,  I  introduce,  for  appropriate  reference, 
a  bill  to  authorize  the  appropriation  of  adequate  funds  to  provide  for  the  comple¬ 
tion  of  the  construction  of  the  Inter-American  Highway,  and  for  other  purposes. 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  letter  from  the  Under  Secretary  of  Commerce  re¬ 
questing  the  proposed  legislation,  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  Acting  President  pro  tempore.  The  bill  will  be  received  and  appropriately 
referred ;  and,  without  objection,  the  letter  will  be  printed  in  the  Record. 

The  bill  (S.  3590)  to  authorize  the  appropriation  of  adequate  funds  to  provide 
for  the  completion  of  the  construction  of  the  Inter-American  Highway,  and  for 
other  purposes,  introduced  by  Mr.  Chavez,  by  request,  was  received  read  twice  by 
its  title,  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works. 

The  letter  presented  by  Mr.  Chavez  is  as  follows : 

Department  of  Commerce, 
Washington,  D.C.,  May  25,  1962. 

The  Honorable  the  President  of  the  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  President  :  The  Department  of  Commerce  has  prepared  and  submits 
herewith  as  a  part  of  its  legislative  program  for  the  87th  Congress,  2d  session,  a 
draft  of  a  proposed  bill  to  authorize  the  appropriation  of  adequate  funds  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  the  completion  of  the  construction  of  the  Inter-American  Highway,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

Since  1930  the  United  States,  through  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  of  this  De¬ 
partment  has  been  assisting  the  Central  American  Republics  and  Panama  in  the 
construction  of  the  Inter-American  Highway,  which  extends  3,142  miles  from 
Laredo,  Tex.,  to  Panama  City.  The  1,587-mile  section  in  Mexico  was  completed 
entirely  by  the  Mexican  Government.  Additional  sections  in  each  of  the  other 
countries  have  been  completed  by  those  countries ;  however,  large  sections  have 
been  undertaken  with  the  assistance  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads.  This  work 
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has  been  done  under  the  provisions  of  section  212  of  title  23,  United  States  Code, 
whereby  two-thirds  of  the  cost  is  financed  by  the  United  States  on  a  matching 
basis  with  the  cooperating  countries.  As  of  October  31,  1961,  approximately 
$300,000  of  construction  funds  from  prior  appropriations  remained  unobligated, 
and  it  is  anticipated  that  this  amount  will  be  fully  utilized  during  the  fiscal 
year.  With  the  expenditure  of  these  remaining  funds,  the  highway  will  be 
opened  to  an  all-weather  standard  throughout  but  will  require  additional  grad¬ 
ing,  drainage,  and  paving  projects  to  bring  it  to  the  proposed  standard. 

The  construction  work  to  be  done  includes  paving  in  Guatemala,  Nicaragua, 
Costa  Rica,  and  Panama;  widening  of  substandard  sections,  and  heavy  retaining 
wall  and  revetment  work  through  unstable  mountainous  terrain  of  Guatemala 
and  Costa  Rica  ;  and  completion  of  the  grading,  drainage,  base,  bridges,  and  pav¬ 
ing  of  the  Guabala-Santiago  cutoff  in  Panama.  After  the  conclusion  of  this 
work,  the  responsibility  of  this  Department  for  completing  the  construction  of 
the  Inter-American  Highway  will  be  terminated.  It  is  contemplated  that  future 
U.S.  responsibility  for  protecting  its  investment  in  this  highway  and  assuring 
that  adequate  maintenance  is  performed  will  be  assumed  by  the  Department  of 
State. 

It  is  estimated  that  $32  million  will  be  needed  to  finance  the  U.S.  share  of  the 
cost  of  completing  the  Inter-American  Highway.  This  amount  is  predicated  on 
there  being  positive  assurance  of  adequate  maintenance. 

Some  of  the  largest  increases  in  the  cost  of  completing  the  highway  have  been 
due  to  inadequacy  or  lack  of  maintenance  in  many  of  the  countries  affected.  We 
believe  it,  therefore,  to  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  United  States  to  participate 
in  maintenance  of  the  highway  during  the  first  5  years,  both  in  initial  financial 
help  and  in  providing  expert  technical  assistance  where  needed  in  order  to  pro¬ 
tect  our  large  investment.  As  a  practical  matter,  a  majority  of  the  countries 
concerned  have  been  unable  to  maintain  the  completed  portions  of  the  highway, 
despite  the  existence  of  agreements  providing  for  full  maintenance  by  the  coun¬ 
tries  concerned. 

Participation  to  assure  adequate  maintenance  can  best  be  accomplished  by  the 
establishment  of  an  Inter- American  Highway  Authority  as  proposed  in  the  June 
1960  report  of  the  International  Road  Federation.  This  study  report  was  made 
at  the  specific  request  of  the  Public  Works  Ministers  of  the  Central  American 
Republics  and  Panama.  The  highway  authority  membership  wTould  include  the 
United  States  and  the  Republics  of  Guatemala,  El  Salvador,  Nicaragua,  Hon¬ 
duras,  Costa  Rica,  and  Panama.  The  United  States  would  contribute  50  percent 
of  the  cost  of  operating  this  authority  for  the  first  5  years  with  the  remaining  50 
percent  to  be  borne  by  each  of  the  Central  American  Republics  in  proportion  to 
its  share  of  the  highway  mileage.  It  is  anticipated  that  such  assistance  will 
result  in  a  fully  stabilized  highway  with  increasing  traffic,  economy,  and  tax 
revenues  for  the  republics  which  will  assure  their  assumption  of  the  maintenance 
responsibility  guaranteed  by  original  agreements.  The  U.S.  share  of  mainte¬ 
nance  costs,  under  such  an  arrangement,  would  be  financed  through  foreign  aid 
funds  with  the  program  becoming  a  responsibility  of  the  Department  of  State. 

A  suitable  cooperative  arrangement  must  be  made  under  the  law  to  insure 
prompt  and  adequate  maintenance,  without  which  the  life  of  the  completed  high¬ 
way  will  be  jeopardized,  and  it  is  proposed  that  the  $32  million  authorization  for 
completion  of  the  highway  shall  not  be  obligated  until  some  adequate  provision 
for  maintenance  is  achieved. 

The  Department  of  Commerce  recommends  this  proposed  legislation  for  the 
favorable  consideration  of  the  Congress. 

We  have  been  advised  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  enactment  of  this 
proposed  legislation  would  be  consistent  with  the  administration’s  objectives. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Edward  Gudeman, 
Under  Secretary  of  Commerce. 


Executive  Office  of  the  President, 

Bureau  of  the  Budget, 
Washington,  D.C.,  June  11, 1962. 

Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

Chairman ,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  is  in  response  to  your  request  for  the  views  of 
the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  on  S.  2529,  a  bill  to  authorize  the  appropriation  of 
adequate  funds  to  provide  for  the  completion  of  the  construction  of  the  Inter- 
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American  Highway.  S.  2529  would  provide  for  an  additional  authorization  of 
$28  million. 

The  Department  of  Commerce  submitted  draft  legislation  to  the  Congress  on 
May  25,  1962,  to  authorize  an  additional  $32  million  for  the  completion  of  the 
construction  of  the  Inter-American  Highway. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  would  favor  enactment  of  legislation  as  proposed 
by  the  Department  of  Commerce  and  would,  therefore,  recommend  against 
enactment  of  S.  2529. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Phillip  S.  Hughes, 

Assistant  Director  for  Legislative  Reference. 


The  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
Washington,  D.C.,  May  31, 1962. 

Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  is  in  further  reply  to  your  request  for  the  views 
of  the  Department  of  Commerce  concerning  S.  2529,  a  bill  to  authorize  the 
appropriation  of  adequate  funds  to  provide  for  the  completion  of  the  construction 
of  the  Inter-American  Highway. 

The  proposed  legislation  would  authorize  the  additional  sum  of  $28  million 
for  the  purpose  of  completing  the  construction  of  the  Inter-American  Highway. 
Such  sum  would  be  expended  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  212 
of  title  23,  United  States  Code. 

The  Department  of  Commerce  would  favor  the  enactment  of  S.  2529  if  amended 
in  accordance  with  the  following  recommendations. 

Since  1930  the  United  States,  through  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  of  this 
Department,  has  been  assisting  the  Central  American  Republics  and  Panama 
in  the  construction  of  the  Inter-American  Highway,  which  extends  3,142  miles 
from  Laredo,  Tex.,  to  Panama  City.  The  1,587-mile  section  in  Mexico  was 
completed  entirely  by  the  Mexican  Government.  Additional  sections  in  each 
of  the  other  countries  have  been  completed  by  those  countries ;  however,  large 
sections  have  been  undertaken  with  the  assistance  of  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads.  This  work  has  been  done  under  the  provisions  of  section  212  of  title  23, 
United  States  Code,  whereby  two-thirds  of  the  cost  is  financed  by  the  United 
States  on  a  matching  basis  with  the  cooperating  countries.  As  of  October  31, 
1961,  approximately  $300,000  of  construction  funds  from  prior  appropriations 
remained  unobligated,  and  it  is  anticipated  that  this  amount  will  be  fully 
utilized  during  the  fiscal  year.  With  the  expenditure  of  these  remaining  funds, 
the  highway  will  be  opened  to  an  all-weather  standard  throughout  but  will 
require  additional  grading,  drainage,  and  paving  projects  to  bring  it  to  the 
proposed  standard. 

The  construction  work  to  be  done  includes  paving  in  Guatemala,  Nicaragua, 
Costa  Rica,  and  Panama,  widening  of  substandard  sections,  and  heavy  retain¬ 
ing  wall  and  revetment  work  through  unstable  mountainous  terrain  of  Guatemala 
and  Costa  Rica ;  and  completion  of  the  grading,  drainage,  base,  bridges,  and 
paving  of  the  Guabala-Santiago  Cutoff  in  Panama.  After  the  conclusion  of  this 
work,  the  responsibility  of  this  Department  for  completing  the  construction  of 
the  Inter-American  Highway  will  be  terminated.  It  is  contemplated  that  future 
U.S.  responsibility  for  protecting  its  investment  in  this  highway  and  assuring 
that  adequate  maintenance  is  performed  will  be  assumed  by  the  Department  of 
State. 

It  is  estimated  that  $32  million  will  be  needed  to  finance  the  U.S.  share 
of  the  cost  of  completing  the  Inter-American  Highway.  This  amount  is 
predicated  on  there  being  positive  assurance  of  adequate  maintenance. 

Some  of  the  largest  increases  in  the  cost  of  completing  the  highway  have 
been  due  to  inadequacy  or  lack  of  maintenance  in  many  of  the  countries 
affected.  AVe  believe  it,  therefore,  to  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  United 
States  to  participate  in  maintenance  of  the  highway  during  the  first  5  years, 
both  in  initial  financial  help  and  in  providing  expert  technical  assistance  where 
needed  in  order  to  protect  our  large  investment.  As  a  practical  matter,  a 
majority  of  the  countries  concerned  have  been  unable  to  maintain  the  com¬ 
pleted  portions  of  the  highway,  despite  the  existence  of  agreements  providing 
for  full  maintenance  by  the  countries  concerned. 
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Participation  to  assure  adequate  maintenance  can  best  be  accomplished  by 
the  establishment  of  an  Inter-American  Highway  Authority  as  proposed  in  the 
June  1960  report  of  the  International  Road  Federation.  This  study  report  was 
made  at  the  specific  request  of  the  Public  Works  Ministers  of  the  Central  Ameri¬ 
can  Republics  and  Panama.  The  highway  authority  membership  would  include 
the  United  States  and  the  Republics  of  Guatemala,  El  Salvador,  Nicaragua, 
Honduras,  Costa  Rica,  and  Panama.  The  United  States  would  contribute  50 
percent  of  the  cost  of  operating  this  authority  for  the  first  5  years  with  the 
remaining  50  percent  to  be  borne  by  each  of  the  Central  American  Republics  in 
proportion  to  its  share  of  the  highway  mileage.  It  is  anticipated  that  such 
assistance  will  result  in  a  fully  stabilized  highway  with  increasing  traffic, 
economy,  and  tax  revenues  for  the  Republics  which  will  assure  their  assumption 
of  the  maintenance  responsibility  guaranteed  by  original  agreements.  The 
U.S.  share  of  maintenance  costs  under  such  an  arrangement  would  be  financed 
through  foreign-aid  funds  with  the  program  becoming  a  responsibility  of  the 
Department  of  State. 

The  amount  proposed  to  be  authorized  to  be  appropriated  by  S.  2529,  $28 
million,  while  it  would  permit  continuation  of  needed  construction  on  the  Inter- 
American  Highway,  would  not  be  sufficient  to  complete  the  highway  to  a  neces¬ 
sary  degree.  It  is  recommended,  therefore,  that  the  amount  of  $32  million  be 
substituted  in  the  bill  for  the  amount  of  $28  million  in  order  that  sufficient 
funds  will  be  available  to  accomplish  completion  of  the  needed  construction. 
Since  the  amount  of  $32  million  is  predicated  on  there  being  positive  assurance 
of  adequate  maintenance,  we  also  recommend  that  the  bill  be  amended  to  provide 
that  the  $32  million  authorization  for  completion  of  the  highway  shall  not  be 
obligated  until  some  adequate  provision  for  maintenance  is  achieved. 

The  foregoing  recommendations  may  be  accomplished  by  amending  S.  2529 
along  the  lines  of  the  enclosed  draft  bill. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that,  if  the  bill  is  amended  as  recom¬ 
mended,  its  enactment  would  be  consistent  with  the  administration’s  objectives. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Edward  Gudeman, 

Acting  Secretary  of  Commerce. 


A  BILL  To  authorize  the  appropriation  of  adequate  funds  to  provide  for  the  completion 
of  the  construction  of  the  Inter-American  Highway,  and  for  other  purposes. 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That,  for  the  purpose  of  completing  the 
construction  of  the  Inter-American  Highway,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  the  additional  sum  of  $32  million  to  be  expended  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  section  212  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code:  Pro¬ 
vided,  That  no  part  of  such  sum  shall  be  obligated  in  any  country  until  that 
country  demonstrates,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary,  that  it  is  capable 
of  meeting  its  commitment  for  maintenance  under  the  agreements  entered  into 
pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  section  212(a)(5). 


U.S.  Department  of  Commerce, 

Bureau  of  Public  Roads, 
Washington,  D.C.,  July  27, 1962. 

Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  In  compliance  with  your  request  the  following  briefly 
summarizes  the  present  status  of  the  Inter-American  Highway,  and  explains  the 
need  for  additional  authorization  and  appropriation  to  complete  this  important 
work.  Without  additional  funds  this  year  it  will  be  necessary  for  Public  Roads 
to  close  down  our  offices  in  the  Central  American  countries,  with  the  resulting 
dispersion  of  our  experienced  engineers  before  completing  the  highway. 

All  funds  available  from  previous  appropriations  are  now  either  spent  or 
obligated  for  the  construction  contracts  in  progress  and  for  their  administration. 
These  last  contracts  will  finish  an  all-weather  road  through  to  Panama  by  late 
fall.  However,  the  highway  will  not  be  completed  to  the  proposed  standard,  will 
have  narrow  and  unprotected  sections  through  the  Tapon  in  Guatemala  and  over 
the  divide  between  Cartago  and  San  Isidro  in  Costa  Rica,  and  will  require 
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additional  grading,  drainage,  and  paving  projects.  Thirty-two  million  dollars 
will  be  needed  to  finance  the  U.S.  two-thirds  share  of  the  cost  of  completing  this 
work.  The  enclosed  detailed  summary  describes  the  work  necessary  for  the 
various  sections  in  each  county,  together  with  the  U.S.  funds  required. 

The  apparent  increase  in  the  overall  cost  has  resulted  from  unrealistic  esti¬ 
mates  in  the  past  and  to  some  extent  from  lack  of  maintenance  of  partially 
completed  sections  by  the  responsible  countries.  In  addition,  unanticipated 
large  postconstruction  costs  have  resulted  from  use  of  the  most  economical, 
conservative  designs  through  the  unstable  areas  of  Guatemala  and  Costa  Rica. 

Since  some  increase  in  the  cost  of  completing  the  highway  has  been  due  to 
inadequacy  or  lack  of  maintenance  in  several  of  the  countries  affected,  we  have 
proposed  in  our  legislative  program  that  the  authorization  for  this  additional 
appropriation  include  a  provision  requiring  demonstration  of  satisfactory 
maintenance  by  each  country  before  permitting  obligation  of  the  funds.  The 
details  of  this  proposal  were  submitted  to  you  with  our  comments  on  S.  2529 


on  May  31, 1962. 

We  have  prepared  a  large  map  with  colors  graphically  showing  the  present 
status  of  the  Inter- American  Highway,  and  the  work  proposed  under  the 
additional  appropriation  authorization.  At  your  convenience  we  will  be  pleased 
to  deliver  this  map  to  your  office  to  further  explain  the  work  remaining  to  be 
done  to  satisfactorily  complete  this  highway. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Rex  M.  Whitton, 
Federal  Highway  Administrator. 


Location  and  description  of  work  to  he  done  to  complete  the  Inter-American 

Highway 


Country  and  location 

Length 
to  be 
improved 

Description  of  work  required 

Guatemala: 

Miles 

Mexican  border  to  San  Cristobal. 

94.9 

Widen,  remove  slides,  half  bridges,  re¬ 
taining  walls,  revetment  work,  stabil¬ 
ize  roadbed,  base  and  bituminous 
surface. 

Las  Vinas  to  Barberena___  _ 

5.8 

Repair  base  and  bituminous  surface... 

Barberena  to  Asuncion  Mita.... 

57.5 

Base  and  bituminous  surface  . . 

Asuncion  Mita  to  El  Salvador— 

11.8 

Repair  base  and  bituminous  surface _ 

Subtotal,  Guatemala  _ 

170.0 

El  Salvador:  Border  to  border _ 

0 

None _ 

Honduras:  Border  to  border . . 

0 

. do . . . . 

Nicaragua:  Nandaime  to  Rivas _ 

27.6 

Reconstruct  base  and  bituminous  sur¬ 
face. 

Costa  Rica: 

Las  Canas  to  San  Ramon. 

68.3 

_ do _  _  _ 

Cartago  to  San  Isidro _ _ 

71.0 

Widen,  realine,  remove  slides,  stabilize 
roadbed,  base,  and  bituminous  surface. 

San  Isidro  to  Panama  border.. 

133.0 

Remove  slides,  stabilize  roadbed,  base, 
and  bituminous  surface. 

Subtotal,  Costa  Rica _ 

272.3 

Panama: 

Guabala  to  El  Pajal . . . 

26.7 

Complete  grading,  drainage,  base, 
bridges,  and  concrete  pavement. 

El  Pajal  to  Santiago _ _ 

35.3 

Subtotal,  Panama _ _ 

62.0 

Total _ 

531.9 

U.S.  administration.  _ 

Grand  total _ 

531.9 

U.S.  funds 
to  complete 


Thousands 
$6, 264 


47 

1,789 

110 


8, 210 
0 
0 
970 


2. 750 
5,734 

5,300 


13, 784 


5,900 

1.348 


7, 248 


30,212 

1,788 


32,000 


Note. — All  sections  to  be  worked  on  must  be  maintained  and  kept  open  to  traffic  during  construction. 


July  30,  1962. 

Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  will  supplement  my  letter  of  July  27  on  the  status 
of  the  Inter-American  Highway,  and  provide  additional  details  regarding  the 
work  in  Guatemala. 
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Guatemala  is  ready  financially  to  immediately  undertake  the  additional  con¬ 
struction  needed  to  finish  the  highway,  and  is  pressing  for  the  U.S.  two-thirds 
share.  This  reverses  the  experience  in  the  past  wherein  considerable  delay 
resulted  from  Guatemala  being  unable  to  finance  their  one-third  share  of  the 
work.  This  situation  developed  as  the  result  of  a  $3  million  Export-Import  Bank 
loan  for  this  work  authorized  in  December  1960,  which  loan  has  not  been  used 
to  date  since  all  work  in  the  past  has  been  financed  directly  from  the  National 
Treasury. 

Guatemala  is  most  anxious  to  complete  the  work  in  their  country  and  I  have 
had  frequent  calls  in  the  past  2  years  from  Col.  Jose  Luis  Cruz  Salazar,  Minister 
of  Communications  and  Public  Works,  and  from  Ambassador  Carlos  Alejos  urging 
our  assistance,  either  through  obtaining  additional  U.S.  funds  or  by  providing 
assurance  that  our  funds  could  later  be  reimbursed  to  Guatemala  if  they  finished 
the  work  using  their  own  funds.  Of  course,  we  could  not  commit  funds  in  ad¬ 
vance  of  appropriations  and  have  had  to  refuse  to  initiate  additional  construc¬ 
tion  pending  the  outcome  of  our  request  for  additional  appropriations.  The 
terms  of  the  Export-Import.  Bank  loan  permit  use  of  the  funds  only  when  matched 
by  the  United  States  and  Guatemala  was  refused  permission  to  undertake  con¬ 
struction  solely  with  these  funds. 

Of  the  work  remaining  on  the  Inter-American  Highway,  Guatemala  places 
highest  priority  on  the  completion  of  the  paving  south  of  Guatemala  City,  the 
section  between  Barberena  and  Asuncion  Mita.  This  57.5  mile  section  is  the 
only  section  remaining  unpaved  between  Guatemala  City  and  Managua,  Nicar¬ 
agua.  Paving  north  of  Guatemala  City  is  completed  through  to  Quezaltenango. 
Guatemala’s  second  largest  city,  and  the  Guatemalans  are  most  anxious  to  com¬ 
plete  the  construction  and  paving  north  from  there  to  the  Mexican  border. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Rex  M.  Whitton, 
Federal  Highway  Administrator. 


[S.  3136,  87fth  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965'  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  certain  highways  in  accordance  with  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code,  and  for 
other  purposes. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 


SHORT  TITLE 

Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962”. 

AUTH  ORIZATION  S 

Sec.  2.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  title  23  of  the  United 
States  Code  the  following  sums  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated : 

(1)  For  the  Federal-aid  primary  system  and  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system 
and  for  their  extension  within  urban  areas,  out  of  the  Highway  Trust  Fund, 
$950,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $950,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965.  The  sums  authorized  in  this  paragraph  for 
each  fiscal  year  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  as  follows : 

(A)  45  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  highway 
system ; 

(B)  30  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway 
system ;  and 

(C)  25  per  centum  for  projects  on  extensions  of  the  Federal-aid  primary 
and  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  systems  in  urban  areas. 

(2)  For  forest  highways,  $33,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964, 
and  $33,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1965. 

(3)  For  forest  development  roads  and  trails,  an  additional  $10,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1963,  $70,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1964,  and  $85,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(4)  For  public  land  development  roads  and  trails,  $2,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $4,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(5)  For  park  road  and  trails,  $22,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1964,  and  $25,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 
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(6)  For  parkways,  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and 
$16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1965. 

(7)  For  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges,  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $18,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(8)  For  public  lands  highways,  $3,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1964,  and  $3,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

ASSISTANCE  FOR  DISPLACED  FAMILIES  AND  BUSINESSES 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  revising 
the  definition  of  the  term  “construction”  in  section  101  to  read  as  follows : 

“The  term  ‘construction’  means  the  supervising,  inspecting,  actual  building, 
and  all  expenses  incidental  to  the  construction  or  reconstruction  of  a  highway, 
including  locating,  surveying,  and  mapping  (including  the  establishment  of 
temporary  and  permanent  geodetic  markers  in  accordance  with  specifications 
of  the  Coast  and  Geodetic  Survey  in  the  Department  of  Commerce),  costs  of 
rights-of-way  (including  the  administrative  expenses  of  providing  arrangements 
for  the  relocation  of  families  and  relocation  payments  to  families  and  businesses 
under  section  133),  and  elimination  of  hazards  of  railway-grade  crossings.” 

(b)  Chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  a  new 
section  at  the  end  thereof  as  follows : 

“§  133.  Assistance  for  displaced  families  and  businesses 

“(a)  The  Secretary,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  his  approval  under  section 
106  of  this  title,  shall  require  the  State  highway  department,  through  an  agency 
or  agencies  acceptable  to  the  Secretary,  to  assure  that  there  is  a  feasible  method 
for  the  temporary  relocation  of  families  displaced  by  acquisition  or  clearance 
of  rights-of-way  for  any  Federal-aid  highways,  and  that  there  are  or  will  be 
provided  in  areas  not  generally  less  desirable  in  regard  to  the  availability  of 
public  utilities  and  public  and  commercial  facilities  at  rents  or  prices  within 
the  financial  means  of  the  families  displaced  by  the  acquisition  or  clearance  of 
such  rights-of-way  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwellings  adequate  in  number  to 
accommodate  such  displaced  families  and  reasonably  accessible  to  their  places 
of  employment. 

“(b)  The  Secretary  may  approve,  as  a  part  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  a 
project  on  any  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  systems,  relocation  payments  by  a 
State  highway  department,  or  a  local  public  agency  acting  as  an  agent  for  the 
State  highway  department  for  this  purpose,  to  individuals,  families,  business  con¬ 
cerns  and  nonprofit  organizations  for  their  reasonable  and  necessary  moving  ex¬ 
penses  and  any  actual  direct  losses  of  property,  except  goodwill  or  profit,  caused 
by  their  displacement  from  real  property  acquired  for  such  project  and  for  which 
reimbursement  or  compensation  is  not  otherwise  made. 

“(c)  Payments  under  this  section  shall  be  subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations 
as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  and  shall  not  exceed  $200  in  the  case  of 
an  individual  or  family,  or  $3,000  (or  if  greater,  the  total  certified  actual  moving 
expenses)  in  the  case  of  a  business  concern  or  nonprofit  organization.  Such  rules 
and  regulations  may  include  provisions  authorizing  payments  to  individuals  and 
families  of  fixed  amounts  (not  to  exceed  $200  in  any  case)  in  lieu  of  their  respec¬ 
tive  reasonable  and  necessary  moving  expenses  and  actual  direct  losses  of 
property.” 

(c)  The  analysis  of  chapter  1  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  is  amended 
by  inserting  at  the  end  thereof  the  following : 

“133.  Assistance  for  displaced  families  and  businesses.” 

(d)  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  applicable  only  to  displacements 
occurring  subsequent  to  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

PUBLIC  LAND  DEVELOPMENT  ROADS  AND  TRAILS 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Section  101  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
immediately  after  the  paragraph  which  begins  “The  term  ‘project  agreement’ 
means”,  the  following : 

“The  term  ‘public  land  development  roads  and  trails’  means  those  roads  or 
trails  that  are  of  primary  importance  for  the  development,  protection,  adminis¬ 
tration,  and  utilization  of  lands  and  resources  administered  by  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management,  or  when  necessary,  for  the  use  and  development  of  the  re¬ 
sources  upon  which  communities  within  or  adjacent  to  lands  administered  by 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  are  dependent.” 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  19  62 


15 


(b)  Chapter  2  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  the 
following  new  section  in  its  numerical  sequence : 

“§  205A.  Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails 

“(a)  Funds  available  for  public  land  development  roads  and  trails  shall  be 
used  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  construction  and  improvement  thereof. 

“(b)  Funds  available  for  public  land  development  roads  and  trails  shall  be 
available  for  adjacent  vehicular  parking  areas  and  for  sanitary,  water  and  fire 
control  facilities.” 

(c)  The  analysis  of  chapter  2  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
inserting  the  following  in  its  numerical  sequence : 

“205A.  Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails.” 

AVAILABILITY  OF  FUNDS - OTHEE  HIGHWAYS 

Sec.  5.  Section  203  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
immediately  before  the  phrase  “park  roads  and  trails”,  wherever  it  appears  in 
said  section,  the  phrase  “public  land  development  roads  and  trails,”. 

FEDERAL-AID  SECONDARY  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM — URBAN  AREAS 

Sec.  6  (a)  The  last  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  of  section  103  of  title  23, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows :  “This  system  may  be  lo¬ 
cated  both  in  rural  and  urban  areas,  but  any  extension  of  the  system  into  urban 
areas  shall  be  subject  to  the  condition  that  such  extension  pass  through  the 
urban  area  or  connect  with  another  Federal-aid  system  within  the  urban  area.” 

(b)  To  the  extent  that  this  section  provides  additional  authority  for  the 
use  of  Federal-aid  apportionments  for  extensions  of  the  secondary  system  in 
urban  areas,  such  additional  authority  shall  apply  with  respect  to  apportion¬ 
ments  made  prior  to  as  well  as  after  the  date  of  approval  of  this  Act. 

TRANSPORTATION  PLANNING  IN  METROPOLITAN  AREAS 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
thereto  a  new  section  as  follows : 

"§  134.  Transportation  planning  in  metropolitan  areas 

“It  is  declared  to  be  in  the  national  interest  to  encourage  and  promote  the 
development  of  balanced  transportation  systems,  embracing  all  appropriate 
modes  of  transport  in  a  mannner  that  will  serve  the  States  and  local  communities 
efficiently  and  effectively.  To  accomplish  this  objective  the  Secretary  shall 
cooperate  with  the  States,  as  authorized  under  this  title,  in  the  development  of 
long-range  highway  plans  and  programs,  properly  coordinated  with  plans  for 
improvements  in  other  forms  of  transportation  and  formulated  with  due  con¬ 
sideration  to  their  probable  effect  on  the  future  development  of  metropolitan 
areas.  The  Secretary  shall,  beginning  no  later  than  July  1,  1965,  before  approv¬ 
ing  programs  for  projects  in  any  metropolitan  area,  as  required  by  section  105 
hereof,  make  a  finding  that  such  projects  are  consistent  with  adequate  compre¬ 
hensive  development  plans  for  the  metropolitan  areas,  or  are  based  on  the 
results  of  a  continuing  comprehensive  transportation  planning  process  carried 
on  cooperatively  by  the  States  and  local  communities  and  that  the  Federal-aid 
system  so  developed  will  be  an  integral  part  of  a  soundly  based,  balanced  trans¬ 
portation  system  for  the  area  involved.” 

(b)  The  analysis  of  chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following : 

“134.  Transportation  planning  in  metropolitan  areas.” 

HIGHWAY  PLANNING  AND  RESEARCH  FUNDS 

Sec.  8.  Subsection  (c)  of  section  307  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amend¬ 
ed  to  read  as  follows : 

“(c)  Of  the  sums  apportioned  for  any  year,  commencing  with  those  for  the 
fiscal  year  1964,  to  any  State  under  section  104  of  this  title,  1%  per  centum 
shall  be  available,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  for  expenditure  upon  re¬ 
quest  of  the  State  highway  department  for  engineering  and  economic  surveys 
and  investigations,  for  the  planning  of  future  highway  programs  and  the  financ¬ 
ing  thereof,  for  studies  of  the  economy,  safety,  and  convenience  of  highway 
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usage  and  the  desirable  regulation  and  equitable  taxation  thereof,  and  for  re¬ 
search  necessary  in  connection  with  the  planning,  design,  construction,  and 
maintenance  of  highways  and  highway  systems,  and  the  regulation  and  taxation 
of  their  use.  An  additional  one-half  of  1  per  centum  of  sums  apportioned  for 
any  year  to  any  State  under  paragraphs  (1),  (2).  and  (3)  of  section  104(b) 
of  this  title  shall  be  available,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  upon  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  State  highway  department,  for  highway  research  purposes  as  set 
forth  in  this  subsection.  Sums  available  in  any  State  under  this  subsection  shall 
be  matched  by  the  State  in  accordance  with  the  matching  requirements  of  sec¬ 
tion  120  of  this  title,  except  as  the  Secretary  may  determine  that  the  interests 
of  the  Federal-aid  highway  program  would  be  at  best  served  without  such  match¬ 
ing.  Such  sums  shall  be  administered  as  a  single  fund,  but  their  identity  as 
interstate,  primary,  secondary,  or  urban  funds  shall  be  preserved,  and  shall  con¬ 
tinue  to  be  available  in  that  State  for  the  purposes  hereof  in  the  same  manner 
as  provided  for  under  section  118  of  this  title.  Any  research  and  planning 
moneys  derived  from  interstate  funds  which  are  required  to  be  reapportioned  in 
the  manner  provided  by  subsection  (b)  of  said  section  118  shall  be  available 
upon  such  reapportionment  only  for  the  purposes  for  which  such  moneys  were 
originally  available  under  this  subsection.” 


The  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
Washington,  D.G.,  April  6, 1962 . 

The  Honorable  the  President  of  the  Senate, 

Washington,  D.G. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  The  Department  of  Commerce  submits  herewith  as  a 
part  of  its  legislative  program  for  the  87th  Congress,  2d  session,  a  draft  of  a 
proposed  bill  to  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965 
for  the  construction  of  certain  highways  in  accordance  with  title  23  of  the 
United  States  Code,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  Department  of  Commerce  recommends  enactment  of  the  proposed  legis¬ 
lation  by  the  Congress. 

The  draft  bill,  which  is  designated  the  “Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962,” 
would  carry  out  the  recommendations  made  by  the  President  in  his  transporta¬ 
tion  message  which  has  just  been  submitted  to  the  Congress,  and  would  provide 
for  levels  of  authorizations  proposed  in  the  1963  budget  for  the  Federal-aid 
highway  program.  Its  broad  purpose  is  to  provide  the  necessary  authorizations 
for  continuation  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  program  and  for  other  Federal 
highway  and  road  construction  programs  in  the  Departments  of  Commerce, 
Interior,  and  Agriculture,  and  to  strengthen  and  improve  the  role  that  the 
Federal-aid  highway  program  will  play  as  part  of  the  President’s  program 
to  assist  in  the  planning  and  development  of  comprehensive  and  balanced 
urban  transportation. 

The  draft  bill  provides  for  authorizations  of  $950  million  for  the  Federal- 
aid  primary  and  secondary  highway  systems  and  their  extensions  within  urban 
areas  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965.  This  level  was  recommended 
by  the  President  to  the  Congress  in  his  special  highway  message  of  February 
28,  1961.  It  represents  an  increase  of  $25  million  for  each  year  over  the 
$925  million  authorized  for  each  of  the  2  previous  fiscal  years,  and  is  con¬ 
sistent  with  the  national  interest  expressed  in  section  101(b)  of  title  23,  United 
States  Code. 

The  bill  also  includes  authorizations  for  the  fiscal  year  1964  and  for  the 
fiscal  year  1965  to  continue  programs  for  forest  highways,  forest  development 
roads  and  trails,  park  roads  and  trails,  parkways,  Indian  reservation  roads 
and  bridges,  and  public  lands  highways.  In  addition,  authorizations  for  a  new 
program  are  proposed  for  public  land  development  roads  and  trails  for  the 
development,  protection,  administration,  and  utilization  of  lands  and  resources 
administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  in  the  Department  of  the 
Interior.  Proposed  authorizations  for  these  programs,  together  with  amounts 
previously  authorized  for  fiscal  years  1962  and  1963,  are  shown  in  the  enclosed 
schedule.  Additional  justification  will  be  provided  by  the  Departments  of  the 
Interior  and  Agriculture  for  those  direct  road  programs  within  their  juris¬ 
dictions. 

A  major  objective  of  this  bill  is  to  increase  the  effectiveness  of  the  Federal-aid 
highway  program  as  an  instrument  of  Federal  assistance  for  strengthening  and 
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improving  urban  transportation.  In  order  to  achieve  this  objective,  the  President 
has  recommended  in  his  transportation  message  that  four  amendments  be  made 
to  Federal-aid  highway  law.  These  proposals  have  been  incorporated  into  this 
draft  bill  and  are  described  below. 

A  new  program  of  Federal  assistance  is  proposed  for  families  and  businesses 
displaced  as  a  result  of  Federal-aid  highway  construction  comparable  to  exist¬ 
ing  provisions  under  urban  renewal  legislation.  The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
estimates  that  about  15,000  families  and  1,500  businesses  will  be  displaced  each 
year  in  the  next  6  to  8  years  by  the  completion  of  the  Interstate  System  alone. 
Section  3  of  the  bill  amends  Federal-aid  highway  law  to  redefine  the  term 
“construction”  to  specifically  include  relocation  payments  and  administrative 
expenses  incurred  by  the  States  in  providing  assistance,  as  an  appropriate  cost 
of  right-of-way  acquisition  for  highway  projects.  This  section  also  authorizes 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  require  assurances  by  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ments  of  feasible  temporary  relocation  methods  and  of  the  availability  of  suit¬ 
able  dwellings  to  accommodate  displaced  families,  and  to  approve  Federal-aid 
participation  in  State  relocation  payments,  with  specified  limitations,  for  reason¬ 
able  and  necessary  moving  expenses  and  actual  property  losses  not  otherwise 
compensated. 

Certain  States  are  finding  it  increasingly  difficult  to  improve  the  extensions  of 
the  Federal-aid  secondary  system  into  urban  areas  because  of  the  higher 
priority  for  the  use  of  available  urban  funds  on  the  improvement  of  arterial 
streets  in  these  areas.  Under  existing  law,  secondary  funds  are  not  available 
under  certain  conditions  for  use  in  urban  areas  and,  as  a  result,  in  many  cases 
secondary  routes  are  improved  up  to  the  urban  limits,  and  urban  funds  are  not 
available  for  their  improvement  within  these  urban  limits.  Section  6  of  the  bill 
would  remove  the  present  limitation  on  the  use  of  Federal-aid  secondary  funds 
for  financing  extensions  of  the  secondary  system  in  urban  areas. 

A  major  objective  of  national  transportation  policy  in  the  use  of  Federal 
assistance  programs  should  be  to  encourage  and  facilitate  the  development  by 
States  and  local  communities  of  balanced  transportation  systems  consistent  with 
long-range  comprehensive  development  plans.  In  order  that  this  objective  may 
be  expeditiously  carried  out,  certain  modifications  of  the  basic  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way  legislation  are  considered  highly  desirable.  Accordingly,  section  7  of  the 
bill  would  reqire,  as  a  condition  to  the  approval  of  a  highway  program  involving 
a  metropolitan  area,  that  State  and  local  agencies  undertake  transportation  plan¬ 
ning  on  a  continuing  basis  which  should  be  consistent  with  adequate  compre¬ 
hensive  development  plans  prepared  for  such  metropolitan  areas. 

This  provision,  we  believe,  would  encourage  balanced  transportation  planning 
and  improve  the  quality  of  general  metropolitan  planning.  It  would  in  no  way 
delay  the  current  Federal-aid  highway  program.  Reasonable  time  would  be 
allowed  for  the  States  and  local  communities  to  establish  the  continuing  plan¬ 
ning  process  that  would  be  required  and  to  produce  the  plans  to  which  their 
highway  systems  would  conform.  The  cooperative  working  arrangements  under¬ 
taken  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  with  States  and  localities  in  the  area 
of  transportation  planning  will  permit  the  Federal  guidance  and  leadership 
necessary  to  achieve  the  objective  of  sound  and  uniform  transportation  plan¬ 
ning  in  metropolitan  areas. 

In  order  to  stimulate  additional  highway  research  activities  in  the  Federal- 
State  cooperative  areas,  provisions  of  existing  law  regarding  the  use  of  Federal- 
aid  highway  funds  apportioned  to  the  States  for  planning  and  research  pur¬ 
poses  are  revised  significantly  by  section  8  of  the  draft  bill.  Generally,  this 
section  provides  that  the  amount  of  funds  available  for  all  forms  of  highway 
research  would  be  increased,  highway  planning  and  research  funds  would  be 
matched  by  the  States,  and  the  funds  if  not  so  used  for  these  purposes  would 
lapse. 

More  specifically,  an  additional  one-half  of  1  percent  would  be  made  available 
for  highway  research  purposes  from  funds  apportioned  to  the  States  for  the 
Federal-aid  primary,  secondary,  and  urban  programs.  This  additional  one-half 
of  1  percent,  together  with  State  matching  funds,  would  amount  to  almost  $10 
million  annually  and  would  be  in  addition  to  the  present  1%  percent  which  is 
currently  being  used  for  both  highway  planning  and  highway  research. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  enactment  of  this  proposed  legislation 
would  be  in  accord  with  the  program  of  the  President. 

Sincerely  yours, 


C.  D.  Martin,  Jr., 
Acting  Secretary  of  Commerce. 
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Schedule  of  existing  authorizations  for  direct  Federal  highway  and  road  con¬ 
struction  programs  and  proposed  authorizations  under  draft  hill  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  for  the  construction  of 
certain  highways  in  accordance  with  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code,  and 
for  other  purposes 

[In  millions] 


Program 


Existing  authorizations 

Proposed  authorizations 

Fiscal  year 

Fiscal  year 

Fiscal  year 

Fiscal  year 

Fiscal  year 

1962 

1963 

1963 

1964 

1965 

$33.0 

$33 

$33 

$33 

35.0 

40 

$10 

70 

85 

2 

4 

18.0 

18 

22 

25 

16.0 

16 

16 

16 

12.0 

12 

16 

18 

3.5 

3 

3 

3 

Forest  highways _ _ 

Forest  development  roads  and  trails _ 

Public  land  development  roads  and  trails. 

Park  roads  and  trails _ 

Parkways . . . . . 

Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges _ 

Public  lands  highways . 


Department  of  the  Interior, 

Office  of  the  Secretary, 
Washington  D.C.  May  4,  1962. 

Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Chavez  :  This  responds  to  your  committee’s  request  for  a  report 
on  S.  3136,  a  bill  to  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965 
for  the  construction  of  certain  highways  in  accordance  with  title  23  of  the 
United  States  Code,  and  for  other  purposes. 

We  recommend  that  S.  3136  be  enacted. 

The  following  table  sets  forth  the  authorizations  of  S.  3136  as  to  the  items  in 
which  this  Department  has  a  particular  interest : 


1964 

1965 

Park  roads  and  trails  _.___  _  _  _  __  _  _ 

$22. 000, 000 
16, 000, 000 
16,  000, 000 
2, 000, 000 

$25, 000, 000 
16, 000, 000 
18, 000, 000 
4, 000, 000 

Parkways  _  _  _  -  . 

Indian  roads  and  bridges _ 

Piihlio  land  development  roads  and  trails  __  _  __ ......  _ 

The  rehabilitation  and  development  of  the  public  lands  is  being  accelerated, 
within  budgetary  objectives,  and  expenditures  for  roads  are  becoming  more 
significant.  It  seems  only  proper,  therefore,  that  the  authorization  for  roads  on 
the  public  domain  should  be  coupled  with  other  road  authorizations  to  provide 
a  more  comprehensive  bill  and  to  afford  an  opportunity  for  adequate  considera¬ 
tion  within  the  total  road  program. 

Approximately  195  million  board  feet  of  timber  are  harvested  each  year  from 
public  domain  lands  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  This 
harvest  grosses  about  $5  million,  but  has  an  end  product  value  of  $100  million 
and  creates  an  estimated  2,500  man-years  of  labor,  a  contributing  factor  to  the 
•economic  growth  of  communities. 

Section  2(b)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1960  (72  Stat.  522)  authorized 
appropriations  for  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges,  $12  million  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1962,  and  $12  million  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
SO,  1963. 

The  proposed  increases  in  the  authorizations  for  Indian  reservation  roads 
contemplated  by  S.  3136  would  enable  this  Department’s  Indian  Bureau  to  attain 
important  objectives  in  education,  conservation,  and  recreation ;  it  would  provide 
a  better  balance  of  these  programs  and  result  in  a  more  efficient  overall  Indian 
Bureau  program. 

The  strongest  element  in  the  priority  ratings  of  Indian  reservation  road  con¬ 
struction  projects  is  the  need  for  improved  school  supply  and  bus  transportation. 
Many  of  the  existing  schoolbus  roads  are  inadequate.  The  present  condition  of 
the  roads  causes  severe  damage  to  schoolbuses  and  renders  the  roads  impassable 
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in  bad  weather.  Moreover,  the  Indian  Bureau  has  an  obligation  to  furnish 
education  to  some  5,000  children  who  are  not  now  in  school.  The  improvement 
of  reservation  roads  will  increase  school  attendance  and  improve  the  efficiency 
of  the  school  operation. 

All-weather  roads  are  needed  to  permit  school  attendance  of  additional  Indian 
pupils  on  a  day  rather  than  a  boarding  basis.  The  cost  of  construction  and 
operation  of  day  schools  is  approximately  half  that  of  boarding  schools.  In 
addition,  the  following  advantages  accrue  to  the  Indian  children  when  they 
can  attend  school  on  a  day  basis ;  they  remain  with  their  families  and  have  the 
benefit  of  parental  guidance  during  their  formative  years ;  their  parents  are 
encouraged  to  participate  in  school  affairs  thus  giving  support  and  more  mean¬ 
ing  to  their  education.  In  keeping  with  long-time  objectives,  Federal  schools 
will  be  transferred  to  the  public  school  system  as  rapidly  as  conditions  permit. 
Readiness  of  the  Indian  parents  and  the  community,  organization  of  school  dis¬ 
tricts,  and  availability  of  appropriate  facilities  are  determining  factors,  and  the 
operation  of  day  schools  will  hasten  their  development.  The  building  of  all- 
weather  road  systems  on  the  reservations  would  therefore  result  in  savings  to 
the  Federal  Government  by  promoting  the  more  economical  Federal  school 
operations  and  facilitating  the  eventual  withdrawal  of  Federal  services. 

The  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  also  has  a  backlog  of  need  to  furnish  access 
roads  to  Indian  forests  for  the  harvesting  and  protection  of  Indian  timber. 
The  authorizations  envisaged  by  S.  3136  would  make  it  possible  to  improve 
the  forest  roads  and  thereby  benefit  forest  development  and  protection  which 
is  an  important  factor  in  the  economic  development  of  the  reservation. 

A  great  expansion  of  industry  on  the  reservations  is  underway.  This  takes 
many  forms  such  as  mining,  oil  and  gas,  timber,  cattle,  and  farming.  The 
efficient  operation  of  these  industries  and  the  full  development  of  their  potential 
require  an  acceleration  of  the  Indian  Bureau  road  program.  Road  construction 
is  also  essential  to  the  protection,  conservation,  and  management  of  the  natural 
resources  on  which  these  industries  are  based. 

Although  the  Indian  country  offers  outstanding  recreation  facilities,  they 
have  not  been  fully  utilized  for  lack  of  adequate  roads.  Better  roads  will 
result  in  increased  tourist  business  which  is  an  important  source  of  Indian 
income. 

It  is  also  obvious  that  the  nationwide  Federal  and  State  programs  for  build¬ 
ing  interstate  and  other  State  highways  will  greatly  increase  the  number  of 
tourists  seeking  recreation  in  the  pictureque  Indian  country.  This  is  an  im¬ 
portant  economic  opportunity  for  the  Indian  people.  The  Indian  Bureau  road 
system  furnishes  access  from  the  main  State  highways  to  these  recreation 
areas. 

With  respect  to  park  roads  and  trails  and  parkways,  the  amounts  set  forth 
in  S.  3136  are  necessary  if  we  are  to  make  substantial  progress  on  completing 
the  Mission  66  program  as  to  those  types  of  roads.  Even  if  the  1964  and  1965 
authorizations  are  increased  to  the  levels  set  forth  in  S.  3136,  and  appropriations 
are  made  at  those  levels  for  the  balance  of  the  Mission  66  program,  there 
will  still  remain  over  $173  million  worth  of  work  to  complete  national  park 
roads  and  over  $68  million  worth  of  work  to  complete  national  parkways  after 
1966.  The  above  amounts,  of  course,  take  into  account  the  normal  increase  in 
scope  of  the  Mission  66  program  due  to  additions,  for  example,  Fort  Davis  and 
Fort  Smith  National  Historic  Sites,  and  Cape  Cod  National  Seashore,  which 
have  been  added  to  the  national  park  system  during  the  past  year. 

The  new  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways  as  authorized  under  the 
1956  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  is  now  wTell  underway  and  each  year  finds 
additional  units  completed  which,  because  of  their  greater  traffic  volume,  are 
bringing  visitors  to  the  parks,  monuments,  and  parkways  in  ever  increasing  num¬ 
bers.  Similarly,  increasing  authorizations  for  the  primary  highways  of  the 
United  States,  $850  million  in  1958  to  $950  million  in  1965  as  contemplated  by 
S.  3136,  result  in  bringing  more  and  more  visitors.  The  authorizations  sought 
for  national  park  roads  and  national  parkways  are  necessary,  we  believe,  for 
us  to  keep  pace  with  the  interstate  and  primary  highways  noted  above. 

Each  part  of  the  Federal  program  depends  on  the  other  and  the  public  is  very 
swift  and  vocal  in  recognizing  deficiencies  in  any  one  phase.  Our  requested 
authorizations  are  based  on  trying  to  achieve  an  overall  balanced  program  for 
the  best  public  service.  The  authorizations  envisaged  by  S.  3136  are  vitally 
necessary  to  complete  the  road  systems  in  the  national  parks  and  parkways 
now  authorized  by  the  Congress. 
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The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  enactment  of  S.  3136  would  be 
in  accord  with  the  President’s  program. 

Sincerely  yours, 


John  A.  Carver,  Jr., 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


Department  of  Agriculture, 

Washington,  D.C.,  May  1, 1962. 

Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Puttie  Works,  U.S.  Senate 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  This  is  in  response  to  your  request  of  April  12,  1962, 
for  the  views  of  this  Department  on  S.  3136,  a  bill  to  authorize  appropriations 
for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  for  the  construction  of  certain  highways  in 
accordance  with  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code,  and  for  other  purposes. 

We  favor  enactment  of  this  bill. 

S.  3136  would  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  for 
various  highways  and  roads  and  trails.  It  would  in  addition  authorize  addi¬ 
tional  appropriations  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  for  fiscal  year 
1963. 

The  bill  would  provide  authorizations  for  forest  highways.  This  Department 
is  interested  in  the  forest  highway  system  since  these  roads  provide  primary 
access  to  and  outlet  from  the  forest  development  road  and  trail  system.  How¬ 
ever,  the  Department  of  Commerce  administers  the  forest  highway  system  and 
appropriations  for  these  highways  are  made  to  that  Department. 

The  bill  also  would  authorize  appropriations  for  forest  development  roads  and 
trails.  At  the  present  time,  forest  development  road  and  trail  construction  and 
maintenance  are  carried  out  with  funds  appropriated  under  title  23  of  the  United 
States  Code,  with  the  10  percent  of  national  forest  receipts  made  available  by 
section  501  of  title  16  of  the  United  States  Code,  and  by  purchasers  of  national 
forest  timber  with  appropriate  allowances  therefor  in  timber  appraisals. 

An  adequate  system  of  forest  development  roads  and  trails  connecting  with 
forest  highways  or  other  highways  is  essential  to  proper  management  and  bene¬ 
ficial  use  of  national  forest  lands  and  their  resources.  The  presence  or  absence 
of  transportation  facilities  has  a  controlling  influence  on  all  phases  of  forest 
land  management  and  resource  utilization.  This  factor  largely  determines  the 
volume  of  timber  that  can  be  marketed,  the  size,  duration,  and  distribution  of 
timber  sales  within  working  circles,  and  the  level  of  salvage  cuttings.  It  strongly 
influences  the  effectiveness  of  measures  for  protecting  the  forests  from  fire, 
insects,  and  diseases.  It  sets  the  level  of  use  made  of  the  recreation  and  wild¬ 
life  resources  of  the  forests. 

Because  management  of  the  national  forests  depends  so  largely  on  an  adequate 
system  of  development  roads  and  trails,  the  development  program  for  the 
national  forests  which  President  Kennedy  submitted  to  the  Congress  on  Septem¬ 
ber  21,  1961,  proposed  for  the  10-year  period  1963-72  the  construction  and  recon¬ 
struction  of  about  79,400  miles  of  multiple-purpose  roads  and  8,000  miles  of 
trails.  In  his  conservation  message  to  the  Congress  on  March  1,  1962,  the 
President  cited  the  need  to  accelerate  the  development  of  national  multiple- 
purpose  forest  roads  and  trails  to  implement  the  10-year  development  program. 

The  additional  $10  million  authorization  for  fiscal  year  1963  which  S.  3136 
would  provide  is  urgently  needed  to  keep  the  road  building  program  more  nearly 
in  pace  with  other  developments  and  timber  harvest  operations  planned  and 
underway  as  part  of  the  development  program  for  the  national  forests.  Like¬ 
wise,  the  authorizations  of  $70  million  for  fiscal  year  1964  and  $85  million  for 
1965  will  be  necessary  to  keep  the  program  reasonably  on  schedule  and  provide 
the  access  needed  to  harvest  the  timber  cut  projected  for  these  years  and  to  meet 
critical  needs  for  recreation  and  fire  roads. 

Acceleration  of  the  forest  development  road  and  trail  program  represents  a 
wise  investment  of  public  money.  Roads  that  give  access  to  national  forest 
timber  will  pay  their  way  over  a  period  of  years  through  greater  stumpage 
returns  and  at  the  same  time  will  facilitate  expanded  uses.  Multiple-purpose 
roads  to  be  used  by  the  public  will  result  in  other  substantial  community  benefits. 
The  existence  of  a  complete  road  system  will  permit  an  intensity  of  protection, 
management,  and  use  that  is  not  otherwise  possible. 
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The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  would  be  in  accord  with  the  Preseident’s  program. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Orville  L.  Freeman,  Secretary. 


Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  August  8, 1962. 

Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

U.S.  Senate. 


Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  In  our  report  of  May  1, 1962,  we  recommended  enactment 
of  S.  3136.  Insofar  as  it  affects  this  Department,  the  Provisions  of  that  bill 
are  the  same  as  corresponding  provisions  of  H.R.  12135  which  was  passed  by  the 
House  of  Representatives  on  July  18,  1962,  and  is  now  being  considered  by  your 
committee. 

We  now  wish  to  supplement  our  previous  report  to  recommend  a  further 
increase  in  the  authorization  for  appropriations  for  forest  development  roads 
and  trails  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1963. 

The  amount  which  the  bills  would  authorize  for  forest  development  roads 
and  trails  for  fiscal  year  1963  was  recommended  by  this  Department  several 
months  ago.  Since  that  time  it  has  become  apparent  that  additional  authori¬ 
zation  is  urgently  needed  to  finance  the  construction  of  forest  development 
roads.  The  lumber  industry  is  currently  faced  with  local  shortages  of  timber 
supplies  and  the  lack  of  access  is  a  contributing  factor  to  this  situation.  Addi¬ 
tional  fimds  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  will  help  make  it  possible  to 
sell  the  full  allowable  cut  of  timber  products  from  the  national  forests.  This 
can  be  a  significant  contribution  in  giving  immediate  aid  to  the  lumber  industry. 
At  the  same  time  it  will  accelerate  the  development  of  multiple-purpose  forest 
roads  and  trails  and  thereby  intensify  the  use  and  enjoyment  of  all  the  resources 
of  the  national  forests. 

The  increased  authorization  would  provide  for  an  orderly  accomplishment  of 
the  annual  requirement  for  an  adequate  system  of  forest  development  roads  and 
trails  as  planned  in  the  development  program  for  the  national  forests  which 
President  Kennedy  submitted  to  the  Congress  on  September  21,  1961.  This  plan 
proposed  for  the  10-year  period  1963-72  the  construction  and  reconstruction  of 
about  79,400  miles  of  multiple-purpose  roads  and  8,000  miles  of  trails. 

The  importance  and  urgency  of  the  road  phase  of  the  national  forest  program 
was  reiterated  by  the  President  in  his  March  1,  1962,  message  on  conservation. 
He  specifically  recommended  approval  of  legislation  to  accelerate  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  multiple-purpose  forest  roads  and  trails. 

In  recent  months  the  depressed  condition  of  the  lumber  industry  has  come 
to  the  forefront  and  has  been  the  subject  of  various  committee  sessions  of  the 
Congress  and  conferences  with  the  executive  branch.  The  need  for  immediate 
remedial  action  was  recognized  in  a  White  House  conference  last  week  in  which 
the  President  announced  a  program  designed  to  assist  the  lumber  industry  and 
improve  its  competitive  position.  One  of  the  steps  outlined  by  the  President  was 
the  submission  of  a  request  to  the  Congress  for  additional  funds  for  forest 
development  roads  and  trails  to  assure  the  prompt  harvest  of  national  forest 
timber. 

Acceleration  of  the  forest  development  road  and  trail  program  represents 
a  wise  investment  of  public  money.  Roads  that  give  access  to  national  forest 
timber  will  pay  their  w~ay  over  a  period  of  years  through  greater  stumpage 
returns.  Multiple-purpose  roads  to  be  used  by  the  public  will  result  in  other 
substantial  community  benefits.  The  existence  of  a  complete  road  system  will 
permit  an  intensity  of  protection,  management,  and  use  that  is  not  otherwise 
possible. 

The  recommended  amendment  of  S.  3136  and  H.R.  12135  to  increase  the 
authorization  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  for  fiscal  year  1963  may 
lie  accomplished  as  follows :  Page  2,  line  18,  change  “$10,000,000”  to  “$20,- 
000,000”. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  with  the  amendment  recommended 
above  the  enactment  of  this  proposed  legislation  would  be  in  accord  with  the 
President’s  program. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Charles  S.  Murphy, 

Acting  Secretary. 
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U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Aemed  Services, 

May  25, 1962. 


Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

New  Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Dennis  :  Edward  F.  Harrington,  the  mayor  of  New  Bedford,  has  written 
me  suggesting  that  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  be  amended  to  encourage 
highway  construction  in  the  redevelopment  areas  and  has  asked  that  his  proposal 
be  incorporated  in  the  hearings  on  the  highway  bill. 

I  would  appreciate  it  if  you  could  arrange  to  have  his  letter  printed  as  part 
of  the  hearings  on  S.  3136  when  it  comes  before  your  committee  for  consid¬ 
eration. 

Best  regards. 

Sincerely, 


Leverett  Saltonstall, 


U.S.  Senator. 


Executive  Department, 

Office  of  the  Mayor, 
New  Bedford,  Mass.,  April  26,  1962. 

Senator  Leverett  Saltonstall, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 


Dear  Senator  Saltonstall:  Knowing  of  your  great  interest  in  the  Area 
Redevelopment  Act  and  in  New  Bedford’s  efforts  to  help  itself,  I  am  writing  to 
you  to  call  attention  to  a  problem  which  has  a  great  bearing  on  the  economic 
development  of  New  Bedford  as  well  as  that  of  many  other  redevelopment  areas. 

Many  of  the  redevelopment  areas  lack  adequate  highway  networks  or  good 
connections  to  centers  of  population,  markets  or  sources  of  raw  material.  This 
lack  is  a  deterrent  for  industry  or  other  economic  activity  to  locate  in  these  areas. 
On  the  other  hand,  State  highway  departments  generally  assign  low  priorities 
to  highway  projects  in  redevelopment  areas  because  present  traffic  is  low,  the 
result  of  the  reduced  economic  activity  typical  of  redevelopment  areas.  Thus, 
redevelopment  areas  are  faced  with  a  vicious  circle:  inadequate  highways  dis¬ 
courage  economic  activity  which  causes  low  traffic  volume,  which  delays  needed 
highway  improvements,  which  discourages  economic  activities,  etc.,  ad  infinitum. 

It  seems  that  one  way  to  break  this  vicious  circle  and  encourage  early  con¬ 
struction  of  needed  roads  in  redevelopment  areas  would  be  to  give  additional 
Federal  aid  to  such  construction.  If  the  Federal  Government  were  to  contribute 
two-thirds  of  the  cost  of  roads  in  the  A-B-C  system  in  redevelopment  areas  or 
within  10  miles  of  them,  instead  of  the  usual  half,  the  various  State  highway  de¬ 
partments  would  step  up  their  schedules  for  work  in  redevelopment  areas.  This 
bonus  might  be  limited  to  roads  which  will  contribute  to  the  area’s  economic 
growth  and  which  form  part  of  the  area’s  overall  economic  development  program. 

The  House  Subcommittee  on  Public  Roads  will  begin  hearings  on  a  new 
Federal-aid  highway  bill  in  a  few  days.  I  hope  that  the  proposal  outlined  in  this 
letter  can  be  incorporated  in  it.  It  would  help  New  Bedford  a  lot. 

Very  truly  yours, 


Edward  F.  Harrington, 

Mayor  of  New  Bedford. 


Triborough  Bridge  and  Tunnel  Authority, 

New  York,  N.Y.,  April  17,  1962. 

Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  :  I  will  appreciate  it  if  you  will  make  available  to  the  members 
of  your  committee  and  include  in  the  record  of  its  hearing  the  enclosed  comment 
on  S.  3136,  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1962. 

Cordially, 

Robert  Moses,  Chairman. 

Statement  by  Robert  Moses,  Chairman,  Triborough  Bridge  and  Tunnel 

Authority 

This  bill,  among  other  purposes,  makes  provision  for  assistance  for  displaced 
families  and  businesses.  The  objective  of  this  part  of  the  proposed  legislation  is 
beneficial  and  I  strongly  recommend  it. 
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Tlie  relocation  of  tenants  is  difficult  and  time  consuming.  It  often  controls 
and  delays  progress  of  construction  to  a  greater  extent  than  planning  and  actual 
work  in  the  field.  The  latter  are  under  the  direct  supervision  of  State  highway 
departments.  Relocation  involves  serious  inconvenience  and  financial  burdens 
for  those  who  had  the  misfortune  of  living  in  the  way  of  public  improvements, 
arouses  the  sympathy  of  the  courts  and  the  press,  and  presents  numerous  human 
problems. 

New  York  City  has  had  extensive  experience  in  relocation  of  families  displaced 
by  construction  of  highways,  schools,  playgrounds,  health  centers,  housing,  urban 
renewal,  and  other  public  improvements  ;  15,613  residential  and  1,745  commercial 
tenants  were  relocated  in  1960  and  11,215  residential  and  1,528  commercial 
in  1961. 

These  families  have  been  moved  to  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  accommodations 
with  the  aid  provided  by  a  sustained  relocation  program  under  the  direction  of 
the  appropriate  agency.  The  policy  in  general  is  to  pay  $100  per  room  up  to  a 
maximum  of  $500  and  moving  expenses  to  families  finding  their  own  new  quarters 
and  voluntarily  relocating  themselves.  A  tenant  relocation  and  information  office 
is  opened  at  the  site  and  tenants  are  interviewed  to  evaluate  their  needs.  Offsite 
apartments  after  inspection  for  compliance  with  standards  are  listed  for  their 
convenience.  Public  housing  is  made  available  to  those  with  limited  income. 
Tenants  making  use  of  the  relocation  service  receive  moving  expenses  and  cash 
payments  of  from  $50  to  $125,  depending  upon  the  circumstances. 

The  average  cost  of  relocation  in  either  circumstance  is  about  $400.  The 
program  has  been  invaluable  and  the  public  works,  housing,  and  urban  renewal 
programs  could  not  have  been  accomplished  without  it.  I  personally  feel  that  the 
payments  made  by  the  city  for  voluntary  relocation  should  be  doubled.  Even 
larger  amounts  would  be  small  recompense  for  the  financial  distress  of  families 
who  have  to  move  in  the  interest  of  the  general  welfare. 

It  is  evident  from  the  above  that  maximums  prescribed  in  section  133(c)  are 
inadequate,  do  not  reflect  existing  practice,  and  will  not  accomplish  their  intended 
purpose.  I  recommend  that  the  limitations  be  removed. 

I  also  recommend  that  if  the  Secretary,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  his  approval 
of  contract  plans,  specifications,  and  estimates  for  federally  aided  highway  proj¬ 
ects.  shall  have  the  power  to  direct  the  method  of  relocation,  he  review  the  pro¬ 
gram  and  estimated  cost  of  relocation  along  with  other  plans  and  approve  it  as 
part  of  the  project  cost. 

Attached  are  proposed  changes  to  section  101  and  section  133.  These  will 
eliminate  present  ambiguity  in  phraseology. 

The  development  of  a  balanced  transportation  system  in  metropolitan  areas  as 
proposed  in  section  134  is  an  exalted  goal.  It  presumably  looks  to  the  time  when 
the  railroads  with  their  commuter  problems,  the  trucking  industry,  rapid  transit 
system,  public  and  private  bus  lines,  water  carriers,  public  authorities,  owners  of 
passenger  cars,  the  State  and  Federal  Government  and  the  hundreds  of  political 
subdivisions ;  cities,  counties,  townships,  towns,  and  villages  in  the  States  of 
New  York,  New  Jersey,  and  Connecticut  comprising  the  New  York  metropolitan 
area,  put  aside  local  pride,  politics,  and  individual  problems  and  combine  their 
resources  for  the  greater  good.  The  possibility  of  this  is  remote  and  certainly 
cannot  be  accomplished  in  the  immediate  future. 

With  respect  to  section  134  the  requirement  that  the  Secretary  after  July  1, 
1965,  find  that  highway  projects  conform  to  a  comprehensive  balanced  transporta¬ 
tion  plan  before  granting  his  approval  will  bring  the  Federal  highway  program 
in  New  York  City  to  a  complete  standstill.  The  reason  is  obvious  and  simple. 
Such  a  comprehensive  plan  cannot  be  completed  by  that  time  if  indeed  it  could  be 
in  the  next  decade. 

I  recommend  that  the  portion  of  section  134  beginning  with  line  15  to  line 
25  be  eliminated. 


Assistance  fob  Displaced  Families  and  Businesses 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  revising 
the  definition  of  the  term  “construction”  in  section  101  to  read  as  follows : 

“*  *  *  with  specifications  of  the  Coast  and  Geodetic  Survey  in  the  Department 
of  Commerce),  costs  of  rights-of-way  (including  the  administrative  and  other 
expenses  of  providing  for  the  relocation  of  families  and  relocation  payments 
to  *  *  *. 
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“§  133.  Assistance  for  displaced  families  and  business 

“(a)  The  Secretary,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  his  approval  under  section 
106  of  this  title,  shall  require  the  State  highway  department,  through  an  agency 
or  agencies  acceptable  to  the  Secretary,  to  assure  that  where  necessary  there  is  a 
feasible  method  for  the  temporary  relocation  of  families  displaced  by  acquisition 
or  clearance  of  rights-of-way  for  any  Federal-aid  highways,  and  that  decent,  safe 
and  sanitary  dwellings  will  be  provided  for  families  displaced  by  the  acquisition 
or  clearance  of  such  rights-of-way  in  areas  not  generally  less  desirable  in  regard 
to  the  availability  of  public  utilities  and  public  and  commercial  facilities  at  rents 
or  prices  within  their  financial  means  and  reasonably  accessible  to  their  place  of 
employment.” 


North  Dakota  State  Highway  Department, 

Bismarck,  March  30,  1962. 

Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

Chairman,  Public  Works  Committee, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Chavez  :  Enclosed  herewith  are  copies  of  resolutions  adopted 
by  the  Mississippi  Valley  Conference  of  State  Highway  Departments  at  its 
annual  business  meeting  in  Chicago,  Ill.,  on  March  17,  1962. 

These  resolutions  pertain  to  important  matters  relating  to  highways  and 
transportation. 

The  Mississippi  Valley  Conference  of  State  Highway  Departments,  consisting 
of  representatives  of  the  highway  commissions  and  departments  of  the  following 
14  member  States,  respectfully  requests  that  you  give  the  enclosed  resolutions 
your  serious  consideration. 


Illinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Kansas 

Kentucky 


Michigan 
Minnesota 
Missouri 
Nebraska 
North  Dakota 


Ohio 

Oklahoma 
South  Dakota 
Wisconsin 


Sincerely, 


R.  E.  Bradley, 

Secretary,  Mississippi  Valley  Conference  of  State  Highway  Departments. 


Resolution 


Whereas  because  of  the  constantly  increasing  vehicular  registration  and 
mileage  traveled  on  the  Nation’s  highway ;  and 

Whereas  deaths  and  injuries  to  people  and  property  damage  on  the  Nation’s 
highways  is  continuing  to  increase ;  and 

Whereas  it  is  the  national  interest  to  reduce  death  and  injury  on  the  high¬ 
way  at  the  earliest  possible  date ;  and 

Whereas  many  States  have  committed  themselves,  both  legally  and  morally, 
to  vastly  accelerated  programs  of  highway  construction  in  order  to  carry  out 
the  intent  of  Congress,  as  expressed  in  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1956  that 
the  Interstate  System  be  brought  to  simultaneous  completion  in  all  the  States 
by  1972 ;  and 

Whereas  several  of  the  States,  in  order  to  provide  their  share  of  the  cost  of 
the  Interstate  System,  must  thoroughly  review  their  State  highway  revenue 
position,  and  be  in  the  position  of  knowing  the  Federal-aid  matching  needs ;  and 
Whereas  the  present  curtailment  of  the  program,  from  the  original  schedule 
has  caused  hardship  and  serious  financial  and  economic  disturbance  to  the 
highway  industry,  including  contractors,  material  suppliers,  equipment  manu¬ 
facturers,  labor,  and  trained  engineering  personnel :  Now,  therefore,  be  it 
Resolved,  That  the  Mississippi  Valley  Conference  of  State  Highway  Depart¬ 
ments  in  annual  meeting  assembled  in  Chicago,  Ill.,  March  15-17,  1962,  urges 
and  petitions  the  Congress  to  continue  to  provide  adequate  financing  for  con- 
tination  of  the  A-B-C  highway  system ;  and  for  the  Interstate  System  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  the  intent  of  the  1956  act ;  and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  the  conference  reassures  the  Congress  and  the  public  of  the 
ability  of  the  State  highway  departments  to  construct  the  Interstate  System 
in  accordance  with  the  original  schedule  set  forth  in  the  Highway  Act  of  1956, 
or  at  an  accelerated  rate ;  and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  copies  of  this  resolution  be  sent  to  the  chairman  of  appro¬ 
priate  committees  and/or  subcommittees  of  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
and  Members  of  Congress  from  the  respective  States  of  the  conference. 
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Resolution 

Whereas  bills  have  been  introduced  in  the  Congress  of  the  United  States 
(H.R.  2790,  H.R.  4466,  H.R.  4599,  H.R.  5693)  that  would  make  it  mandatory 
as  a  matter  of  law  that  bridges  crossing  the  Mississippi  between  Minneapolis 
and  the  mouth  of  the  Illinois  River  be  constructed  10  to  13  feet  higher  than  is 
presently  required,  and  bridges  crossing  the  Missouri  River  between  Yankton 
and  the  mouth  near  St.  Louis  be  constructed  7%  to  10  feet  higher  and  100  feet 
greater  horizontal  clearance  than  those  which  can  be  economically  justified; 
and 

Whereas  these  bills  would  require  a  large  additional  highway  expenditure 
without  producing  any  appreciable  saving  in  waterway  transportation  costs ; 
and 

Whereas  these  bills  would  establish  bridge  clearances  that  do  not  result  in 
minimal  transportation  costs  and  are  not  therefore  in  the  public  interest ;  and 

Whereas  these  bills  would  establish  an  inflexibility  in  the  administration  of 
transportation  matters  contrary  to  the  public  interest  wihch  requires  flexibility ; 
and 

Whereas  passage  of  these  bills  would  nullify  all  of  the  progress  that  has 
been  made  for  more  than  10  years  in  developing  an  equitable  method  of 
determining  bridge  clearances  that  is  most  desirable  from  an  overall  national 
interest  viewpoint.  Such  passage  would  in  fact  indicate  that  the  Congress  did 
not  wish  to  have  bridge  clearances  established  at  heights  or  horizontal  clear¬ 
ances  that  would  result  in  the  lowest  possible  total  transportation  cost:  Now, 
therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  1962  Conference  of  the  Mississippi  Valley  State  Highway 
Departments  opposes  the  passage  of  these  bills  and  recommends  that  the  determi¬ 
nation  of  bridge  clearances  be  continued  to  be  made  by  the  Corps  of  Engineers 
in  accordance  with  general  principles  now  in  use  and  that  will  result  in  the 
lowest  possible  total  transportation  cost ;  and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  these  general  principles  now  in  use  generally  by  the  Corps 
of  Engineers  to  establish  bridge  clearance  be  made  mandatory  by  revising  the 
General  Bridge  Act  to  include  them ;  and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  copies  of  this  resolution  be  submitted  to  the  members  of  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  to  the  chair¬ 
man  of  each  Highway  Subcommittee  of  the  Congress  and  to  all  Members  of  the 
same  Congress  from  the  respective  States  of  this  conference. 


U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency, 

February  1,  1962. 

Hon.  Dennis  M.  Chavez, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Woi'ks, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  I  enclose  a  copy  of  a  letter  from  a  constituent,  together 
with  a  copy  of  my  reply. 

Since  it  appears  that  his  problem  arises  out  of  legislation  under  the  jurisdic¬ 
tion  of  your  committee,  I  should  appreciate  knowing  what  study  your  committee 
has  given  to  this  problem.  In  addition,  I  should  appreciate  being  advised 
whether  any  legislation  to  remedy  this  situation  has  come  before  your  com¬ 
mittee  in  the  past. 

With  kind  personal  regards,  I  am, 

Sincerely  yours, 

A.  Willis  Robertson,  Chairman. 


U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency, 

February  1,  1962. 

Mr.  Norman  M.  Woods, 

President,  Woods  Bros.  Coffee  Co.,  Inc., 

Roanoke,  Va. 

Dear  Mr.  Woods  :  I  have  received  your  letter  explaining  the  problem  with  which 
you  will  be  faced  when  it  becomes  necessary  to  move  from  your  present  quarters 
because  of  the  construction  of  Spur  Route  581. 

The  whole  question  of  the  effect  on  individuals  and  business  firms,  both 
owners  and  tenants,  of  mass  land  acquisitions  by  the  Federal  Government  or 
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under  Federal  programs  is  one  which  has  been  of  concern  to  this  committe 
for  many  years,  both  in  connection  with  our  urban  renewal  legislation  and  in 
connection  with  our  small  business  legislation.  Tenants,  of  course,  may  be  in 
a  much  worse  position  than  landlords  under  these  conditions  because  compensa¬ 
tion  as  such  goes  to  the  landlord,  and  the  tenant  may  in  fact  be  hurt  worse  by 
loss  of  his  location  and  good  will.  As  you  know,  a  number  of  provisions  have 
been  included  in  legislation  to  cover  moving  expenses  and  the  like  up  to  very 
limited  amounts. 

Because  many  of  these  matters  took  place  in  connection  with  the  housing 
program  or  the  small  business  program,  Senator  Sparkman,  who  is  particularly 
interested  in  both  small  business  and  in  housing,  introduced  a  bill  last  year  to 
establish  a  Commission  on  Property  Acquisition  Compensation  which  would  look 
into  the  entire  situation  and  make  a  report  on  the  matter.  This  was  referred 
to  the  Government  Operations  Committee.  The  bill  received  enthusiastic  sup¬ 
port  from  the  agencies.  However,  before  action  was  taken  on  Senator  Sparkman’s 
bill,  the  House  Public  Works  Committee  established  a  Select  Subcommittee  on 
Real  Property  Acquisition  in  order  to  make  a  study  comparable  in  scope  to  that 
which  Senator  Sparkman  had  proposed.  I  understand  this  committee  is  now 
making  an  active  study  of  the  general  question.  I  enclose  a  copy  of  the  press 
release  issued  by  Senator  Sparkman  in  connection  with  this  matter. 

Since  your  letter  illustrates  clearly  the  problem  which  the  select  subcommittee 
is  studying,  I  am  taking  the  liberty  of  forwarding  a  copy  of  it  to  that  subcom¬ 
mittee.  In  addition,  since  your  questions  relate  particularly  to  the  road  pro¬ 
grams,  I  am  also  sending  a  copy  of  your  letter  to  the  Senate  Public  Works 
Committee  in  order  to  get  the  views  of  that  committee  with  respect  to  the  possi¬ 
bility  of  legislation  to  provide  relief  for  persons  affected  by  the  construction 
of  roads  comparable  to  that  given  in  urban  renewal  projects. 

Your  letter  illustrates  clearly  one  of  the  costs  of  Federal  projects  to  the  public 
which  are  not  reflected  in  the  dollars  spent  on  the  project,  a  cost  which  is  even 
more  deeply  felt  by  the  individuals  and  firms  whom  the  projects  may  happen 
to  hit,  but  a  cost  which  is  usually  overlooked  or  disregarded  in  the  discussion 
of  the  program  and  the  decision  to  undertake  it. 

With  kind  regards,  I  am, 

Sincerely  yours, 


A.  Willis  Robertson,  Chairman. 


Woods  Bros.  Coffee  Co.,  Inc. 

Roanoke,  Va.,  January  12,  1962. 

Hon.  A.  Willis  Robertson, 

V.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Robertson  :  Sometime  within  the  next  2  or  3  years  we  will  be  forced 
to  relocate  our  coffee  roasting  plant  due  to  condemnation  of  our  present  quarters 
for  the  Spur  Route  581  through  the  southeast  section  of  Roanoke.  We  lease 
these  buildings,  and  under  present  interpretations  of  the  law  we  have  no  right 
to  compensation  for  moving.  The  cost  of  moving  will  be  considerable.  Esti¬ 
mates  up  to  $250,000  have  been  obtained.  The  present  law  protects  the  owner 
but  not  the  occupants  of  condemned  property. 

Under  the  Urban  Renewal  Act  the  lessee  is  given  compensation,  but  if  his 
quarters  are  condemned  for  a  road  he  is  Dot  entitled  to  any  damages  for  removal 
of  his  equipment.  The  Wall  Street  Journal  in  its  Tuesday,  January  9,  1962, 
issue,  estimates  that  over  4,000  small  businesses  will  be  forced  to  relocate  be¬ 
cause  of  public  roads  and  urban  renewal.  This  is  certainly  an  inequity  and  will 
force  much  small  business  to  close.  The  competitive  forces  in  the  market  make 
it  increasingly  difficult  for  small  business  to  survive.  In  our  case  we  have  pros¬ 
pered  for  over  30  years  and  have  been  good  customers  of  the  IRS  but  it  is 
doubtful  if  we  can  survive  a  blow  of  this  description. 

The  State  of  Maryland,  among  others,  has  passed  legislation  helping  dislocated 
renters  of  quarters  to  move.  We  believe  this  is  within  the  province  of  the 
Federal  Government  to  correct. 

Will  you  use  your  influence  to  introduce  and  help  pass  legislation  correcting 
these  inequities? 

Cordially  yours, 


Norman  M.  Woods,  President. 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  19  62 


27 


[S.  1110,  87th  Cong.,  1st  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  amend  the  definition  of  the  term  “construction”  in  section  101  of  title  23. 
United  States  Code,  in  order  to  authorize  the  inclusion  of  tenant  relocation  costs  in  such 
term. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the  definition  of  the  term  “construction” 
in  section  101  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows  : 

“The  term  ‘construction’  means  the  supervising,  inspecting,  actual  building, 
and  all  expenses  incidental  to  the  construction  or  reconstruction  of  a  highway, 
including  locating,  surveying,  and  mapping  (including  the  establishment  of  tem¬ 
porary  and  permanent  geodetic  monuments  in  accordance  with  specifications  of 
the  Coast  and  Geodetic  Survey  in  the  Department  of  Commerce),  costs  of  rights- 
of-way  (including  the  cost  of  relocation  of  building  tenants),  and  the  elimina¬ 
tion  of  hazards  of  railway  grade  crossings.” 


[S.  3190,  87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  amend  title  23,  United  States  Code,  with  respect  to  the,  mileage  of  rural  delivery 
and  star  routes  used  as  a  factor  in  apportionment  of  Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary 
funds. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  subsection  (b)  (1)  of  section  104  of  title 
23,  United  States  Code,  is  hereby  amended  by  striking  the  phrase  “at  the  close 
of  the  next  preceding  fiscal  year”  and  by  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “at  the  close 
of  the  next  preceding  calendar  year”. 


[S.  2982,  87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  assure  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  housing  to  families  displaced  by  construction 
of  highways  forming  a  part  of  the  Interstate  System. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  (a)  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  of  chapter  1  thereof  the  following  new  section: 

“§  133.  Relocation  of  families  displaced  by  construction  of  Interstate  System 
“(a)  Each  agreement  entered  into  under  section  110  after  the  date  of  the 
enactment  of  this  section  between  the  Secretary  and  a  State  highway  department 
for  the  construction  of  a  project  on  the  Interstate  System  shall  contain  clauses 
providing  that  the  State  will — 

“(1)  assure  that  there  are,  or  are  being  provided,  in  areas  within  the 
locality  of  such  project  not  generally  less  desirable  than  the  area  of  such 
project  in  regard  to  public  utilities  and  public  and  commercial  facilities 
and  at  rents  or  prices  within  the  financial  means  of  individuals  and  families 
displaced  by  the  construction  of  such  project,  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary 
dwellings,  equal  in  number  to  the  number  of  such  displaced  individuals  and 
families,  which  are  available  to  such  displaced  individuals  and  families  and 
are  reasonably  accessible  to  their  places  of  employment ; 

“(2)  in  localities  where  State  or  local  agencies  already  administer  reloca¬ 
tion  programs,  provide  assistance  through  such  agencies  in  the  relocation  of 
individuals  and  families  displaced  by  the  construction  of  such  project ;  and 

“(3)  make  relocation  payments  to  individuals  and  families  displaced  by 
the  construction  of  such  project  for  their  reasonable  and  necessary  moving 
expenses,  not  exceeding  $200  in  the  case  of  any  individual  or  family. 

Any  such  agreement  shall  also  provide  that  the  Secretary  will  reimburse  the 
State  for  the  full  costs  of  relocation  payments  made  pursuant  to  the  require¬ 
ments  of  paragraph  (3). 

“(b)  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  each  fiscal  year  such  sums 
as  may  be  necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  fulfill  his  obligations  under 
agreements  entered  into  under  section  110  to  reimburse  the  States  for  relocation 
payments  to  displaced  individuals  and  families  made  pursuant  to  the  require¬ 
ments  of  paragraph  (3)  of  subsection  (a).” 

(b)  The  table  of  contents  for  such  chapter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following  item : 

“133.  Relocation  of  families  displaced  by  construction  of  Interstate  System.” 

88034—62 - 3 
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[S.  2767,  87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  amend  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  relating  to  highways  in  order  to 
require  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  to  surveys,  specifications,  and 
estimates  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  highway  systems  for  the  puropse  of  protecting 
fish  and  wildlife  and  recreation  resources. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United 
States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section  106  of  title  23  of  the 
United  States  Code,  relating  to  surveys,  plans,  specifications,  and  estimates  for 
the  Federal-aid  highway  systems,  is  amended  by  inserting  at  the  end  thereof 
a  new  subsection  as  follows : 

“(d)  (1)  All  surveys,  plans,  specifications,  and  estimates  submitted  to  the 
Secretary  under  this  section  shall  be  submitted  by  the  Secretary  to  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  and  the  Secretary  shall  not  approve  any  project  under  this 
section  until  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  approves  the  surveys,  plans,  specifica¬ 
tions,  and  estimates  for  such  project  as  being  satisfactory  in  the  interests  of 
conserving  fish  and  wildlife  and  recreation  resources  in  the  area  of  the  project. 

“(2)  In  order  to  carry  out  his  functions  under  this  subsection  the  Secretary 
of  the  Interior  (A)  may  conduct  such  investigations,  surveys,  and  research 
projects  as  he  deems  necessary,  and  (B)  shall  consult  with  and  give  considera¬ 
tion  to  the  recommendations  of  the  appropriate  agencies  of  the  State  submitting 
such  project. 

“(3)  Funds  made  available  under  the  provisions  of  section  104(a)  for  admin¬ 
istration  and  research  shall  also  be  available  for  investigations,  surveys,  and 
research  carried  out  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  under  this  subsection.” 


[S.  2780,  87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  amend  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code,  relating  to  highways,  in  order  to 
authorize  certain  use  of  the  rights-of-way  of  the  National  System  of  Interstate  and 
Defense  Highways  for  passenger  rail  transit  systems  in  metropolitan  areas. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  tlie  third  sentence  of  section  111  of  title 
23  of  the  United  States  Code,  relating  to  agreements  with  respect  to  the  use  of 
and  access  to  rights-of-way  for  the  Interstate  System,  is  amended  to  read  as 
follows :  “Such  agreements  may,  however,  authorize  a  State  or  political  sub¬ 
division  thereof  to  use  or  permit  the  use  of — 

“(1)  such  rights-of-way  for  passenger  rail  transit  systems  in  metro¬ 
politan  areas,  or 

“(2)  the  airspace  above  and  below  the  established  gradeline  of  the  high¬ 
way  pavement 

if  such  use  will  not  impair  the  full  use  and  safety  of  the  highway  or  require  or 
permit  vehicular  access  directly  to  or  from  such  established  gradeline  of  the 
highway,  or  otherwise  interfere  in  any  way  with  the  free  flow  of  traffic  on 
the  Interstate  System.” 

Sec.  2.  Upon  application,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  to  revise 
any  agreement  made  prior  to  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act  to  the  extent 
that  such  agreement  relates  to  the  utilization  of  rights-of-way  on  the  National 
System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways  to  conform  to  section  111  of  title 
23  of  the  United  States  Code  as  amended  by  the  first  section  of  this  Act. 


The  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
Washington,  D.C.,  April  16, 1962. 

The  Honorable  the  President  of  the  Senate, 

The  Honorable  the  Speaker  of  the  House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.G. 

Dear  Sirs  :  The  Department  of  Commerce  has  prepared  and  submits  herewith 
as  a  part  of  its  legislative  program  for  the  87th  Congress,  2d  session,  a  draft  of 
a  proposed  bill  to  amend  title  23,  United  States  Code,  with  respect  to  the  mile¬ 
age  of  rural  delivery  and  star  routes  used  as  a  factor  in  apportionment  of  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  primary  and  secondary  funds. 

Existing  law  stipulates  that  Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary  funds  be 
apportioned  partially  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio  which  the  mileage  of  rural  de¬ 
livery  routes  and  star  routes  in  each  State  bears  to  the  total  mileage  of  rural 
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delivery  and  star  routes  in  all  the  States  at  the  close  of  the  next  preceding  fiscal 
year,  as  shown  by  a  certificate  of  the  Postmaster  General,  which  he  is  directed 
to  make  and  furnish  annually  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  (23  U.S.C.  104 
(b)(1), (2)). 

Federal-aid  highway  funds  are  normally  apportioned  during  the  midsummer 
or  early  fall  for  the  next  following  fiscal  year,  but  in  any  event  apportionments 
are  required,  by  the  provisions  of  23  U.S.C.  104(b),  to  be  made  on  or  before 
January  1  next  preceding  the  commencement  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  au¬ 
thorized.  For  example,  the  apportionment  of  fiscal  year  1963  funds  for  the 
A-B-C  program  was  made  on  October  10,  1961,  and  the  latest  such  apportion¬ 
ment  could  have  been  made  was  January  1,  1962.  This  leaves  a  maximum  of 
6  months  between  the  controlling  date  for  mileage  statistics  and  the  date  appor¬ 
tionments  are  made.  Considerable  difficulty  has  been  experienced  in  obtaining 
the  required  mileage  data  for  use  in  these  apportionments,  particularly  when 
Federal-aid  highway  funds  are  apportioned  during  midsummer,  as  is  most 
frequently  the  case.  It  is  proposed,  therefore,  that  the  provisions  of  23  U.S.C. 
104  be  amended  to  allow  the  use  of  mileage  statistics,  for  primary  and  secondary 
fund  apportionment  purposes,  as  of  a  date  6  months  earlier  than  is  now  provided. 

The  enclosed  draft  bill  would  provide  for  an  amendment  to  existing  law  as 
herein  proposed.  The  Department  of  Commerce  believes  that  enactment  of  this 
legislation  would  facilitate  apportionment  of  Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary 
funds  computed  on  mileage  data  which  may  be  obtained  reasonably  in  advance 
of  such  apportionment  without  affecting  the  rationale  upon  which  such  funds 
are  apportioned. 

The  Department  of  Commerce  recommends  the  proposed  legislation  for  the 
favorable  consideration  of  the  Congress. 

We  have  been  advised  by  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget  that  there  would  be  no 
objection  to  the  presentation  of  this  proposed  legislation  from  the  standpoint 
of  the  administration’s  program. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Edivard  Gudeman, 
Under  Secretary  of  Commerce. 


A  BILL  To  amend  title  23,  United  States  Code,  with  respect  to  the  mileage  of  rural 

delivery  and  star  routes  used  as  a  factor  in  apportionment  of  Federal-aid  primary  and 

secondary  funds. 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States 
of  America  in  Congress  assembled ,  That  subsection  (b)(1)  of  section  104  of 
title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  hereby  amended  by  striking  the  phrase  “at  the 
close  of  the  next  preceding  fiscal  year”  and  by  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “at  the 
close  of  the  next  preceding  calendar  year”. 

Senator  McNamara.  We  have  invited  representatives  of  the  inter¬ 
ested  executive  agencies  to  present  their  views  on  H.R.  12135  and 
some  of  the  other  bills  before  this  subcommittee  and  to  bring  us  up 
to  date  on  the  progress  being  made  on  the  so-called  A-B-C  system 
of  Federal-aid  highways. 

We  will  begin  with  the  Honorable  Rex  Whitton,  Federal  Highway 
Administrator. 

We  are  very  glad  to  have  you  here  again,  Mr.  Whitton. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  May  I  have  Mr.  Frank 
Turner  come  up  with  me,  please  ? 

Senator  McNamara.  Yes,  you  may  have  whoever  you  like  with  you. 
We  are  glad  to  see  Mr.  Turner  again;  he  has  been  very  helpful  to  the 
subcommittee  in  the  past  and  I  am  sure  he  will  be  today.  We  welcome 
both  of  you  here. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Thank  you,  sir.  Senator  Chavez,  Mr.  Chairman, 
and  Senator  Randolph,  I  have  a  presentation  here  which  I  would  like 
to  skip  through  if  I  may  but  submit  the  entire  statement  for  the 
record. 

Senator  McNamara.  Without  objection,  the  complete  statement  will 
be  included  in  the  record  at  this  point. 
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Mr.  Whitton.  Thank  you,  sir. 

(The  prepared  statement  of  Rex  M.  Whitton,  Federal  Highway 
Administrator,  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  Department  of  Commerce, 
reads  in  full  as  follows :) 

Statement  of  Rex  M.  Whitton,  Federal  Highway  Administrator,  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads,  Department  of  Commerce 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  am  pleased  to  appear  before 
you  to  present  the  views  of  the  Department  of  Commerce  on  H.R.  12135,  the 
proposed  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962,  which  was  passed  by  the  House  of 
Representatives  on  July  18,  and  on  S.  3136,  introduced  by  Senator  McNamara 
and  based  on  draft  legislation  submitted  to  the  Congress  on  April  6, 1962,  designed 
to  implement  certain  of  the  recommendations  contained  in  the  President’s 
message  on  transportation. 

This  message  was  submitted  to  the  Congress  on  April  5,  1962  (H.  Doc.  384, 
87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.).  The  purpose  of  S.  3136,  which  is  identical  to  the  ad¬ 
ministration’s  draft  proposal,  is  to  provide  authorizations  for  the  Federal-aid 
A-B-C  highway  program,  as  well  as  for  other  direct  Federal  highway  programs 
and  to  carry  out  specific  recommendations  of  the  President  made  in  his  trans¬ 
portation  message. 

The  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1960  (74  Stat.  522)  authorized  the  appropriation 
of  funds  for  the  Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary  highway  systems  and  exten¬ 
sions  thereof  within  urban  areas  for  the  fiscal  years  1962  and  1963  in  the 
amount  of  $925  million  for  each  year.  Funds  authorized  for  the  fiscal  year  1.962 
were  apportioned  to  the  States  in  1960,  and  the  final  apportionment  of  funds 
authorized  for  the  fiscal  year  1963  was  made  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
effective  October  10, 1961. 

Since  all  authorized  funds  for  the  A-B-C  highway  program  have  been  appor¬ 
tioned,  it  is  necessary  that  the  Congress  give  consideration  during  this  session 
to  the  enactment  of  legislation  making  annual  authorizations  for  the  fiscal  years 
1964  and  1965  for  continuation  of  the  construction  of  these  highways. 

In  his  special  message  to  the  Congress  on  the  highway  program  of  February 
28,  1961  (H.  Doc.  96,  87th  Cong.,  1st  sess.)  the  President  recommended  that  the 
authorizations  for  the  regular  A-B-C  program  be  increased  by  $25  million 
every  2  years  beginning  in  1964  until  a  $1  billion  level  is  reached  and  maintained. 

Section  2  of  S.  3136  would  authorize  funds  for  the  Federal-aid  primary  and 
secondary  systems  and  extensions  thereof  within  urban  areas  in  the  amount 
of  $950  million  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965.  This  represents  an 
increase  of  $25  million  over  the  authorization  level  for  the  2  previous  fiscal 
years  and  is  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  made  bv  the  President 
in  1961. 

This  increase  in  the  authorization  for  the  A-B-C  program  is  considered  neces¬ 
sary  for  its  orderly  continuation  consistent  with  the  national  interest  expressed 
in  section  101(b)  of  title  23,  United  States  Code.  It  is  also  in  line  with  the 
increased  authorizations  provided  for  the  Interstate  System  under  section  103 
of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1961  ( 75  Stat.  1221 . 

Authorizations  for  the  A-B-C  program  proposed  by  H.R.  12135  for  the  fiscal 
year  1964  would  amount  to  $950  million,  an  increase  of  $25  million  over  the 
$925  million  authorized  for  fiscal  year  1963.  For  the  fiscal  year  1965,  however, 
there  would  be  a  further  increase  to  $975  million,  or  $50  million  over  the  fiscal 
1963  level.  I  will  refer  again  to  this  proposal  for  the  A-B-C  program  in  a  later 
portion  of  this  statement. 

Under  the  provisions  of  both  S.  3136  and  H.R.  12135,  $33  million  would  be 
authorized  for  the  forest  highway  program  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1964  and 
1965,  the  same  amount  authorized  by  the  1960  act  for  fiscal  years  1962  and  1963. 

With  respect  to  public  lands  highways,  the  bills  would  continue  authorizations 
for  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  at  the  $3  million  level  previously  authorized  for 
fiscal  year  1963. 

We  consider  that  the  sums  proposed  by  this  legislation  are  essential  to  main¬ 
tain  these  programs  at  an  appropriate  level. 

Other  highways  for  which  the  bills  provide — forest  development,  roads  and 
trails,  national  park  roads  and  trails,  national  parkways  and  Indian  reserva¬ 
tion  roads,  as  well  as  a  proposed  new  category  to  be  known  as  public  land  de¬ 
velopment  roads  and  trails — are  under  the  primary  jurisdiction  of  other  de- 
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partments  of  tlie  Federal  Government.  Therefore,  we  offer  no  comment  with 
respect  to  these  programs  and  their  proposed  authorizations  under  the  bills. 

I  will  turn  now  to  the  specific  recommendations  of  the  President  for  amend¬ 
ments  to  the  Federal-aid  highway  legislation  made  in  his  recent  and  timely 
message  on  transportation,  a  subject  vital  to  the  interests  of  the  entire  country. 

One  of  these  recommendations,  concerning  relocation  assistance  for  those 
displaced  as  a  result  of  Federal-aid  highway  construction,  is  not  entirely  new. 
The  President  had  referred  to  this  problem  in  his  special  message  on  highways 
of  more  than  a  year  ago. 

On  the  matter  of  displacement  of  families,  the  President  mentioned  his  previ¬ 
ous  message  and  stated  that :  “To  move  toward  equity  among  the  various  fed¬ 
erally  assisted  programs  causing  displacement,  I  recommend  that  assistance  and 
requirements  similar  to  those  now  applicable  to  the  urban  renewal  program  be 
authorized  for  the  Federal-aid  highway  program  *  * 

Section  3  of  S.  3136  now  under  consideration  by  this  committee,  would  imple¬ 
ment  this  recommendation.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  would  be  authorized 
to  require  assurances  by  the  State  highway  departments  of  feasible  relocation 
methods  and  availability  of  suitable  dwellings,  and  to  approve  Federal-aid  partici¬ 
pation  in  State  relocation  payments,  with  specified  limitations,  for  reasonable 
and  necessary  moving  expenses  and  actual  property  losses  not  otherwise  com¬ 
pensated. 

The  limitations  on  relocation  payments  would  be — 

(1 )  $200  in  the  case  of  an  individual  or  family ;  and 

(2)  $3,000  in  the  case  of  a  business  concern  or  nonprofit  organization 
(or  if  greater,  the  total  certified  actual  moving  expenses). 

These  provisions  are  designed  to  alleviate  severe  hardships  to  families  and 
businesses  displaced  as  a  result  of  Federal-aid  highway  construction. 

We  estimate  that  about  15,000  families  and  1,500  businesses  will  be  displaced 
each  year  in  the  next  6  to  8  years  by  the  completion  of  the  Interstate  System 
alone.  Under  existing  Federal-aid  highway  legislation,  no  provision  is  made  for 
those  displaced.  The  circumstances  of  these  displacements,  therefore,  are  un¬ 
favorable  especially  when  considered  in  the  light  of  those  occurring  under  the 
federally  assisted  urban  renewal  program,  which  displaces  around  30,000  families 
and  4,000  businesses  annually.  When  families  are  required  to  move  and  give  up 
their  homes  to  permit  the  construction  of  a  public  improvement,  they  should 
not  be  forced  into  housing  less  desirable  than  that  from  which  they  are  removed. 
It  is  only  fair  and  proper  that  they  should  have  the  opportunity  of  occupying 
decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  housing  that  is  within  their  financial  means,  and  in 
reasonably  convenient  locations.  Moreover,  they  should  be  afforded  assistance 
where  necessary  in  order  to  minimize  the  hardships  involved  in  finding  a 
suitable  dwelling. 

While  it  is  true  that  the  primary  purposes  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  program 
do  not  include  actual  improvement  of  substandard  living  conditions,  we  perceive 
no  objection  in  principle  to  such  improvement  as  an  incidental  result  of  public 
construction  such  as  the  highway  program.  Indeed,  the  concept  of  economic 
improvement  by  reason  of  public  works  construction  would  appear  to  go  hand 
in  hand  with  that  of  social  progress. 

Moreover,  the  consideration  of  a  highway  program  as  including  relocation 
assistance  and  payments  is  not  unique.  In  enacting  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1956,  the  Congress  recognized  that  utility  relocation  payments  made  by 
the  States  in  connection  with  Federal-aid  highway  construction  are  properly  a 
part  of  the  cost  of  highway  construction  to  be  paid  from  the  highway  trust 
fund. 

Increasing  concern  is  being  given  to  the  problems  of  those  displaced  from  their 
homes  and  businesses  by  Federal  or  federally  aided  construction  programs.  In 
fact,  in  recent  years,  the  trend  has  been  toward  special  consideration  of  those 
displaced,  both  on  the  Federal  leve1  and  on  the  Slate  level  as  well.  Seven  States 
have  enacted  legislation  requiring  some  form  of  relocation  assistance,  all  but 
one  of  which  applies  to  businesses  as  well  as  to  residences.  In  at  least  one 
State  the  maximum  assistance  payments  in  most  categories  are  higher  than 
those  provided  under  S.  3136.  Also,  about  a  dozen  other  States  which  have 
no  specific  statutes  on  the  subject  make  payment  for  moving  or  related  costs 
under  varying  conditions  as  a  result  of  jury  awards,  constitutional  interpreta¬ 
tion,  or  administrative  action  of  the  State  highway  department.  We  believe 
that  enactment  of  section  3  of  S.  3136  will  insure  this  desirable  legislation  in 
all  States,  thus  affording  equitable  treatment  to  our  citizens  most  directly  and 
immediately  affected,  from  a  personal  standpoint,  by  highway  construction. 
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A  program  of  relocation  assistance  and  payments  is  a  logical  extension  of 
the  right-of-way  program.  Property  owners  are  compensated  for  property 
actually  taken  for  right-of-way  purposes,  but  they  must  vacate  their  property 
and  move  at  their  own  expense.  Much  of  the  land  needed  for  rights-of-way 
is  occupied  by  families  and  businesses  who  rent  or  lease.  They  also  must  bear 
the  expense  involved  in  moving  to  accommodate  a  public  improvement.  This 
represents  a  serious  financial  burden — -and  in  the  case  of  a  business  may  pose 
a  threat  to  the  ability  to  continue  in  operation,  particularly  in  the  case  of 
small,  single-location  business  establishments. 

It  is  not  difficult  to  visualize  the  far-reaching  results  of  massive  removals 
of  urban  families  and  businesses  from  their  accustomed  places,  without  the 
tempering  effect  of  an  orderly,  statutory  program  of  relocation  assistance 
and  payments.  The  families  and  businesses  involved  often  undergo  not  re¬ 
location,  but  dislocation.  It  would  be  hard  to  calculate  the  dollar  amount 
lost  by  unassisted  wage  earners  and  businessmen  during  the  time  required  to 
search  for  a  new  location,  not  to  mention  the  continuing  losses  suffered  when 
in  order  to  avoid  further  immediate  monetary  loss,  the  first  available  location 
must  be  accepted  whether  suitable  or  not.  Indirectly,  the  economic  results 
of  such  an  unrelieved  major  dislocation  within  an  urban  area  upon  the  relevant 
housing,  labor,  and  consumer  markets  of  that  community  may  well  operate 
to  offset  the  substantial  economic  benefits  which  the  highway  project  was 
originally  intended  to  produce. 

AVe  believe  that  these  potential  losses,  direct  and  indirect,  private  and 
public,  can  be  minimized  or  eliminated  by  a  workable  program  of  relocation 
assistance. 

We  have  made  some  estimate  of  the  cost  of  this  proposed  new  relocation 
assistance  program.  Based  on  the  limits  of  payment  set  by  the  bill,  its  cost 
derived  from  data  provided  by  the  States  themselves,  would  be  approximately 
$75  million  from  the  highway  trust  fund  to  the  end  of  the  program  in  1972. 
Considering  the  importance  of  achieving  the  objectives  I  have  discussed.  I  do 
not  believe  the  cost  to  be  unreasonable  nor  of  such  magnitude  that  the  pro¬ 
gram  cannot  accommodate  it.  The  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency  has 
advised  us  that  under  the  urban  renewal  program  an  average  relocation  pay¬ 
ment  of  about  $65  is  paid  to  families  and  about  $1,150  to  businesses.  If  these 
amounts,  instead  of  the  authorized  maximums,  are  experienced,  the  actual  cost 
would  then  be  about  one-third  of  the  above  amount. 

In  his  message  on  transportation,  the  President  also  recommended  “that 
the  Federal-aid  highway  law  be  amended  to  permit  more  extensive  use  of 
Federal-aid  secondary  funds  for  extensions  of  the  secondary  system  in  urban 
areas.”  Certain  States  are  finding  it  increasingly  difficult  to  improve  the  ex¬ 
tensions  of  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system  into  urban  areas  because  of  the 
higher  priority  for  the  use  of  available  urban  funds  for  arterial  street  im¬ 
provement  in  these  urban  areas.  This  causes  a  particular  hardship  in  the 
outlying  sections  of  the  larger  urban  areas  where  there  is  rapid  suburban 
expansion,  and  in  smaller  cities  where  the  urban  extensions  of  secondary  routes 
do  not  carry  a  sufficiently  large  volume  of  traffic  to  merit  high  priority  on 
available  urban  funds. 

As  a  result,  in  many  cases  secondary  routes  are  improved  up  to  the  urban 
limits,  and  urban  funds  are  not  available  for  their  improvement  within  these 
urban  limits  to  provide  an  integrated  system  of  improved  highways. 

Section  6  of  S.  3136,  relating  to  extensions  of  the  Federal-aid  secondary  sys¬ 
tem  into  urban  areas,  is  designed  to  implement  the  foregoing  recommendation. 
It  would  remove  the  present  limitation  on  Federal-aid  financing  of  such  exten¬ 
sions,  now  under  certain  conditions  restricted  to  urban  funds. 

This  provision  would  permit  increased  flexibility  in  financing  improvements 
on  Federal-aid  secondary  routes  within  urban  areas  and,  if  enacted,  would 
promote  an  integrated  system  of  improvements  in  such  areas.  A\re  believe  that 
it  would  be  particularly  helpful  in  certain  States  that  contain  many  individual 
and  grouped  urban  areas,  and  where,  in  practice,  the  transfer  of  funds  from 
primary  or  secondary  apportionments  to  the  class  of  urban  funds  for  the  purpose 
of  improving  extensions  of  secondary  routes  within  urban  areas  has  not  been 
adequate  under  the  provisions  of  section  1041c)  of  title  23,  United  States 
Code. 

Another  of  the  President’s  recommendations  relates  directly  to  highway 
projects  in  metropolitan  areas. 
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A  major  objective  of  national  transportation  policy  in  tlie  use  of  Federal 
assistance  programs  is  to  encourage  and  facilitate  the  development  by  States 
and  local  communities  of  balanced  transportation  systems  consistent  with  long- 
range  comprehensive  development  plans. 

To  effect  this  objective  expeditiously,  we  believe  that  the  recommended  modi¬ 
fication  of  the  basic  Federal-aid  highway  legislation,  as  contained  in  section 
7  of  S.  3136  is  highly  desirable.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  would  be  granted 
authority  to  cooperate  with  the  States  in  the  development  of  long-range  highway 
plans  and  programs  for  metropolitan  areas  which  would  form  integral  parts 
of  a  total  transportation  system  for  those  areas. 

This  section  would  require,  as  a  condition  to  the  approval  of  a  highway  pro¬ 
gram  involving  a  metropolitan  area,  that  State  and  local  agencies  undertake 
transportation  planning  on  a  continuing  basis.  By  encouraging  balanced  trans¬ 
portation  planning,  we  believe  that,  the  quality  of  general  metropolitan  planning 
would  be  improved. 

Enactment  of  a  provision  along  these  lines  is  believed  timely  in  view  of  the 
increased  emphasis  being  given  to  long-range  planning  and  programing  by  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  the  State  highway  departments  in  connection  with 
expenditures  of  Federal-aid  highway  funds.  It  would  require  the  States  and 
their  metropolitan  areas  to  adopt  a  process  of  planning  already  demonstrated  by 
trial  to  be  feasible  and  effective.  The  experience  of  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  in  the  highway  transportation  field  could  be  utilized  to  the  advantage  of 
all  levels  of  government  concerned. 

Moreover,  the  proposed  requirement  would  place  the  Federal-aid  highway 
program  in  a  position  with  respect  to  planning  comparable  to  the  urban  trans¬ 
portation  program  of  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency,  and  thus 
strengthen  the  coordinated  approach  to  urban  transportation  development  al 
ready  informally  established  by  the  two  agencies. 

Its  enactment  would  in  no  way  delay  the  current  Federal-aid  highway  pro¬ 
gram,  Reasonable  time  would  be  allowed  for  the  States  and  local  communities 
to  establish  the  continuing  planning  process  that  would  be  required,  and  to  pro¬ 
duce  the  plans  to  which  their  highway  systems  would  conform.  The  cooperative 
working  arrangements  undertaken  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  with  States 
and  localities  in  the  area  of  transportation  planning  will  permit  the  Federal 
guidance  and  leadership  necessary  to  achieve  the  objective  of  sound  and  uniform 
transportation  planning  in  metropolitan  areas. 

The  President  has  referred  in  liis  transportation  message  to  another  important 
phase  of  coordinated  transportation  planning  for  metropolitan  areas  through  the 
use  of  funds  made  available  under  both  Federal  highway  and  housing  legislation. 
He  has  recommended  “that  the  Federal-aid  highway  law  be  amended  to  increase 
the  percentage  of  Federal  funds  available  to  the  States  for  research  and  plan¬ 
ning.” 

Provisions  of  existing  law  regarding  the  use  of  Federal-aid  highway  funds 
apportioned  to  the  States  for  planning  and  research  purposes  would  be  revised 
significantly  under  section  8  of  S.  3136.  Generally,  the  amount  of  such  funds 
for  highway  research  would  be  increased,  all  highway  planning  and  research 
funds  would  be  matched  by  the  States  and,  if  not  so  used,  would  lapse. 

At  present,  under  section  307(c)  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  not  to  exceed 
1%  percent  of  all  Federal-aid  funds  apportioned  to  the  States  for  any  fiscal 
year  may  be  used  upon  the  request  of  the  State  highway  department,  with  the 
approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  for  certain  highway  planning  and  re¬ 
search  projects.  Although  it  has  been  the  policy  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
to  encourage  the  States  to  match  such  funds,  the  law  now  provides  that  such 
funds  are  available  with  or  without  State  matching  funds. 

We  believe  that  the  language  defining  the  scope  of  highway  research  and 
planning  projects  which  may  be  undertaken  pursuant  to  section  307(c)  is  suffi¬ 
ciently  flexible  to  cover  any  reasonably  foreseeable  highway  planning  or  research 
project  needed  in  connection  with  the  Federal-aid  highway  program.  However, 
the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  the  Department  of  Commerce  have  had  under 
consideration  for  some  time  the  need  for  expanding  the  dollar  volume  of  high¬ 
way  research  activities  undertaken  by  or  through  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ments  with  the  aid  of  Federal  funds. 

In  order  to  stimulate  additional  highway  research  activities  in  the  Federal- 
State  cooperative  area,  an  additional  one-half  of  1  percent  would  be  made  avail¬ 
able  for  highway  research  purposes  from  funds  apportioned  to  the  States  for 
the  A-B-C  program.  Interstate  funds  would  be  involved  only  with  respect  to 


34 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1962 


the  1  ^-percent  allocation  but  not  the  additional  one-half  of  1  percent.  This 
additional  one-half  of  1  percent,  together  with  State  matching  funds,  would 
amount  to  almost  $10  million  annually.  This  sum  would  be  in  addition  to  the 
present  1*4  percent  which  is  currently  being  used  for  both  highway  planning  and 
highway  research. 

We  also  recommend  that  the  present  law  be  amended  to  require  that  these 
funds,  both  the  1*4  percent  now  authorized  and  the  proposed  additional  one-half 
of  1  percent,  be  matched  by  the  States  in  accordance  with  the  applicable  State 
matching  requirements  of  section  120  of  title  23,  United  States  Code ;  that  is, 
funds  deducted  from  Interstate  System  apportionments  would  lie  matched  gen¬ 
erally  on  a  90-10  basis  and  A-B-C  funds  on  a  50-50  basis.  An  exception  to  this 
matching  requirement  may  be  made  where  the  Secretary  determines  that  the 
interests  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  program  would  be  best  served  without 
such  matching. 

As  an  additional  incentive  toward  use  of  these  funds  for  planning  and  research 
purposes,  S.  3136  provides  that  planning  and  research  funds  derived  from  funds 
apportioned  for  the  A-B-C  program  shall  lapse  in  the  same  manner  as  construc¬ 
tion  funds  if  not  obligated  for  the  purposes  of  section  307(c).  Any  moneys 
derived  from  interstate  funds,  however,  would  be  reapportioned  for  planning 
and  research  purposes  as  provided  under  23  U.S.C.  118(b)  for  construction 
funds. 

I  wish  to  turn  at  this  time  to  a  more  detailed  discussion  of  the  provisions  of 
II. R.  12135  which,  as  you  know,  passed  the  House  of  Representatives  on  July  18. 
This  bill  is  similar  in  many  respects  to  S.  3136.  However,  there  are  also  some 
significant  differences  between  the  two  bills. 

Section  2  of  H.R.  12135  contains  authorizations  for  appropriations  for  the 
fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  for  the  A-B-C  program,  the  forest  highway  program, 
and  for  public  lands  highways,  as  well  as  for  other  Federal  road  programs. 

The  only  difference  on  amounts  authorized  for  these  fiscal  years  has  already 
been  noted — that  H.R.  12135  would  authorize  an  amount  of  $975  million  for  the 
Federal-aid  A-B-C  program  for  fiscal  year  1965  whereas  the  administration 
bill,  S.  3136,  would  provide  $950  million,  a  level  in  keeping  with  the  President’s 
recommendation  for  this  program  that  such  authorizations  be  increased  every 
2  years  until  a  $1  billion  level  is  reached.  The  net  effect  of  annual  increases 
of  $25  million  in  the  A-B-C  authorizations,  beginning  with  fiscal  1964  and 
continuiMg  until  a  $1  billion  annual  level  is  reached  for  fiscal  1966,  would  be 
to  increase  the  total  authorizations  of  A-B-C  funds  by  $75  million  during  the 
trust  fund  period,  of  which  $25  million  would  be  authorized  by  H.R.  12135 
and  $50  million  would  result  from  continuing  the  annual  increases  for  fiscal 
1966  and  1967.  Such  additional  authorizations  would  increase  expenditures 
from  the  trust  fund  by  a  like  amount. 

One  of  the  most  important  differences  in  the  two  bills  is  found  in  section  3 
relating  to  assistance  for  families  and  businesses  displaced  as  a  result  of 
Federal-aid  highway  construction. 

Under  H.R.  12135,  a  State  highway  department  would  be  required  only  to 
give  satisfactory  assurance  that  relocation  advisory  assistance  shall  be  pro¬ 
vided  for  the  relocation  of  families  displaced  by  Federal-aid  highway  construc¬ 
tion  prior  to  the  approval  by  the  secretary  of  the  project.  This  is  a  substantial 
weakening  of  the  administration  bill,  S.  3136,  which  would  require  assurances 
by  the  State  highway  department  of  feasible  relocation  methods  and  the 
availability  of  suitable  dwellings  meeting  specified  standards. 

The  language  of  S.  3136  on  this  point  is  similar  to  that  of  the  statute  now 
in  effect  with  respect  to  the  urban  renewal  program.  The  President  clearly 
recommended  that  assistance  and  requirements  similar  to  those  now  applicable 
to  the  urban  renewal  program  be  enacted  both  for  the  Federal-aid  highway 
program  and  for  the  proposed  new  urban  mass  transportation  program.  It 
is  only  reasonable  that  such  federally  assisted  programs  be  on  a  closely  com¬ 
parable  if  not  identical  basis,  since  they  will  often  be  administered  together 
by  one  agency  particularly  in  larger  cities,  the  provision  for  which  is  in  the  hill. 
A  person  affected  by  one  program  should  surely  be  accorded  the  same  assistance 
and  consideration  as  his  friend  or  neighbor  affected  by  another  such  public 
program. 

In  addition  to  providing  substantial  equality  of  treatment  for  those  so  affected, 
section  3  of  the  administration  bill  can  reasonably  be  expected,  after  a  period  of 
adjustment,  to  expedite  the  progress  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  programs  in 
urban  areas.  Some  delays  on  individual  Federal-aid  projects  in  these  areas  have 
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resulted  from  the  social  circumstances  which  necessarily  surround  proposed 
large-scale  dislocations  of  people,  as  in  the  case  of  the  east  leg  of  the  inner  belt 
here  in  Washington.  An  orderly  relocation  program  as  proposed  in  S.  3136,  far 
from  being  a  sole  cause  of  delay  and  stoppage,  may  well  operate  to  diminish  such 
delay  and  stoppage  by  alleviating  the  adverse  social  circumstances  which  pro¬ 
duce  them.  We  feel  that  whatever  difficulties  that  may  initially  exist  can  be 
worked  out  satisfactorily,  and  that  in  the  long  run,  the  highway  program  will 
he  carried  forward  without  the  hardships  to  families  that  otherwise  may  have 
occurred. 

With  respect  to  the  relocation  payments  themselves,  each  of  the  bills  would 
provide  the  same  amount,  $200,  as  a  maximum  limit  on  payments  to  an  individual 
or  a  family.  For  business  concerns  or  nonprofit  organizations,  the  limit  under 
H.R.  12135  would  be  $3,000,  while  under  S.  3136,  the  $3,000  limit  could  be  ex¬ 
ceeded,  based  on  total  certified  actual  moving  expenses. 

In  summary  on  this  subject,  we  recommend  that  the  Congress  enact  relocation 
assistance  legislation  based  on  S.  3136,  rather  than  H.R.  12135.  We  believe  it 
to  be  in  the  interest  of  the  Federal  Government  that  all  persons  required  to  move 
because  of  federally  assisted  programs  he  accorded  equitable  attention  and 
benefit. 

Sections  4  and  5  of  H.R.  12135  relate  to  the  new  category  of  Federal  domain 
roads  to  be  known  as  public  lands  development  roads  and  trails.  The  provisions 
are  similar,  although  not  identical,  to  sections  4  and  5  of  S.  3136.  Since  these 
roads  would  be  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  the 
Department  of  Commerce  offers  no  comment  on  this  subject. 

Section  6  of  H.R.  12135  concerns  the  use  of  Federal-aid  secondary  funds  in 
urban  areas  and  is  substantially  the  same  as  section  6  of  S.  3136. 

On  the  subject  of  transportation  planning  in  urban  areas,  section  7  of  H.R. 
12135  would  limit  the  applicability  of  transportation  planning  requirements  to 
urban  areas  of  more  than  50,000  population,  while  section  7  of  S.  3136  applies 
to  all  metropolitan  areas,  without  specifying  size.  It  is  in  the  larger  urban 
areas,  where  the  population  exceeds  50,000,  that  the  planning  problem  is  most 
critical.  We  have  no  objection,  therefore,  to  this  change. 

This  population  figure  has  raised  some  question  as  to  whether  this  coordinated 
planning  effort  must  be  confined  only  within  the  jurisdictional  boundaries  of  a 
city  of  more  than  50,000  people.  Obviously,  if  we  are  to  make  this  process  the 
comprehensive  approach  that  is  called  for  later  in  section  7,  we  must  include 
the  entire  built-up  area.  The  definition  of  “urbanized  area”  as  used  by  the 
Bureau  of  the  Census  seems  to  fit  our  situation  very  well.  It  includes  the  city 
and  the  built-up  fringe,  if  the  population  of  the  central  city  is  50,000  or  more — or 
in  some  cases  twin  cities,  whose  total  population  exceeds  50,000,  such  as 
Champaign-Urbana,  even  though  neither  city  is  as  large  as  50,000.  The  Bureau 
of  the  Census  has  published  the  1960  population  figures  for  urbanized  areas,  and 
that  list  might  well  be  accepted  for  our  purposes. 

However,  the  remaining  language  of  section  7  of  H.R.  12135  is  inconsistent 
with  that  proposed  in  S.  3136  and  could  fall  short  of  accomplishing  the  objectives 
sought  by  the  President’s  recommendations.  Not  only  should  transportation 
planning  encompass  the  transportation  system  as  a  whole,  but  it  must  also  he 
a  part  of  broader  systematic  land  use  and  development  planning.  It  was  in 
recognition  of  the  influence  of  highway  development,  not  only  on  overall  trans¬ 
portation  requirements,  but  also  over  the  broad  development  process  at  work  in 
all  aspects  of  urban  planning  that  the  administration  proposes  that  highway  de¬ 
velopment  be  consistent  with  comprehensive  development  plans  being  formulated 
in  our  major  urban  areas.  Furthermore,  adequate  comprehensive  development 
plans  are  not  limited  to  particular  documents  developed  at  some  specific  point  in 
time,  but  must  also  recognize  the  continuing  nature  of  the  planning  process. 

One  of  the  major  recommendations  in  the  report  on  urban  transportation, 
prepared  jointly  by  the  Department  of  Commerce  and  the  Housing  and  Home 
Finance  Agency,  was  that  Federal  aid  for  urban  transportation  facilities  should 
he  made  available  only  when  urban  communities  have  prepared  or  are  actively 
preparing  up-to-date  general  plans  for  the  entire  urban  area  which  relate  trans¬ 
portation  plans  to  land  use  and  development  plans. 

S.  3136  also  incorporates  the  concept  of  “balanced”  transportation  systems 
which  is  not  present  in  the  language  of  H.R.  12135.  I  believe  that  some  clarifica¬ 
tion  as  to  the  intent  of  this  wording  would  assist  in  dispelling  confusion  that 
may  exist  as  to  its  meaning.  It  is  our  interpretation  that  providing  “balanced 
systems”  is  recognition  that  financial  resources  and  land  space  available  to  meet 
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total  transportation  needs  are  limited  and  that  only  overall  development  plans 
will  assure  that  existing  and  proposed  facilities  of  each  and  all  modes  are  not 
excessive  to  the  total  transportation  requirements  of  a  particular  community. 
Within  this  limitation  each  mode  would  be  developed  to  meet  the  needs  for 
which  it  is  peculiarly  suited,  and  the  combined  transport  facilities  will  thus 
maximize  progress  toward  desired  community  development. 

The  next  section  of  II. R.  12135  is  new  and  has  no  counterpart  in  S.  3136.  It 
is  a  technical  improvement  of  section  104  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  con¬ 
cerning  apportionments  of  Federal  aid  primary  and  secondary  funds.  We 
believe  its  enactment  would  assure  that  appropriate  mileage  data  are  available 
sufficiently  in  advance  to  enable  timely  apportionment  of  these  Federal-aid  funds 
to  the  States. 

On  the  matter  of  highway  planning  and  research  funds,  section  9  of  H.R. 
12135  is  significantly  different  from  the  corresponding  section  of  S.  3136.  As 
pointed  out  earlier  in  this  statement,  one  of  the  most  important  objectives  of 
the  Department  of  Commerce  proposal  on  this  subject  is  to  expand  the  volume  of 
highway  research  activities.  In  order  to  accomplish  this,  it  was  proposed  to 
require  that  one-half  of  1  percent  of  a  State’s  apportioned  A-B-C  funds  be  used 
for  highway  research  only — if  not  so  used,  these  funds  would  lapse.  Under 
H.R.  12135,  however,  the  use  of  this  additional  one-half  of  1  percent  by  the 
States  would  be  merely  permissive.  It  could  be  used  for  both  highway  planning 
and  research,  and,  if  a  State  did  not  elect  to  so  use  such  funds,  they  could  be 
used  for  construction  purposes.  Thus,  we  do  not  feel  that  the  House-passed 
measure  would  fully  meet  the  objective  of  expanding  highway  research  to  meet 
current  needs. 

It  should  be  noted  that  both  bills  would  make  mandatory  the  use  of  iy2  percent 
of  apportioned  funds  only  for  highway  planning  and  research,  unlike  existing 
law,  and  would  require  that  these  funds,  as  well  as  the  additional  one-half  of  1 
percent  funds,  be  matched  by  the  States,  unless  the  Secretary  determines  that 
interests  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  program  wTould  be  best  served  without  such 
matching. 

In  conclusion  on  the  subject  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962,  the 
Department  of  Commerce  and  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  urge  the  enactment  of 
legislation  based  on  S.  3136,  the  administration-sponsored  bill.  Such  an  enact¬ 
ment  would  be  in  accord  with  the  program  of  the  President,  and  it  would 
further  the  objectives  of  the  administration  in  the  field  of  highway  transporta¬ 
tion,  particularly  those  phases  bearing  on  urban  highway  transportation  problems. 

As  already  indicated,  H.R.  12135  contains  certain  modifications  which  are 
acceptable  to  the  Department  of  Commei-ce  and  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads. 
We  wish  to  emphasize,  however,  that  we  would  recommend  the  committee’s 
favorable  action  on  the  approach  taken  in  section  3  of  S.  3136  on  the  subject  of 
relocation  assistance,  and  in  sections  7  and  8  thereof  on  transportation  planning 
in  urban  areas  and  on  highway  planning  and  research  funds  repsectively. 

Also  pending  before  this  committee  at  the  present  time  are  three  bills,  S.  2529, 
introduced  by  Senator  Holland ;  S.  2907  and  S.  3590,  introduced  by  Senator 
Chavez.  These  bills  would  authorize  appropriations  for  the  completion  of  the 
Inter-American  Highway,  and  for  the  completion  of  the  Rama  Road  in  Nicaragua. 

S.  2907  would  authorize  the  sum  of  $850,000  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  State  for  the  Rama  Road,  with  the  survey  and  construction  work  to  be 
performed  under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Seci-etary  of  Commerce,  acting 
through  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads. 

The  project  statement  and  memorandum  of  xxnderstanding  for  the  Rama 
Road,  entered  into  between  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  the  Government  of 
Nicaragua  to  execute  the  terms  of  the  governing  legislation,  provides  for  the 
construction  of  a  road  between  San  Benito  and  Rama  to  mutually  acceptable 
standards.  While  the  United  States  is  obligated  to  bear  the  entire  cost  of  con¬ 
struction  under  this  agreement,  Nicaragua  has  nonetheless  expended  approxi¬ 
mately  $4.8  million  on  this  project. 

The  authorizations  available  to  date  are  expected  to  be  sufficient  to  complete 
the  road  up  to  the  Siquia  River,  including  a  bridge  over  that  river,  leaving  a 
final  5  miles  of  highway  to  Rama  remaining  to  be  built.  The  general  increas¬ 
ing  trend  in  prices  and  the  more  difficult  construction  problems  encountered  in 
the  dense  rain  forests  toward  the  Atlantic  coast  of  Nicaragua  have  both  con¬ 
tributed  to  exceeding  the  basic  estimate  for  completion,  made  several  years 
ago,  which  then  covered  some  19  miles  and  6  bridges.  It  is  now  estimated  that 
an  additional  authorization  and  appropriation  of  $850,000  will  be  needed  to 
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complete  the  road  in  accordance  with  the  agreement  with  Nicaragua.  This  is 
the  amount  provided  for  in  the  budget  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963. 

We  believe  that  this  authorization  will  permit  completion  of,  and  realization 
of,  the  full  value  of  our  $14.5  million  investment  in  this  important  155-mile 
road  linking  the  Inter-American  Highway  and  the  east  coast  river  port  of 
Rama. 

S.  2529  would  authorize  the  additional  sum  of  $2S  million  for  the  purpose  of 
completing  the  construction  of  the  Inter-American  Highway.  Such  sum  would 
be  expended  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  212  of  title  23,  United 
States  Code,  which  provides,  among  other  things,  for  continuing  cooperation 
between  the  United  States  and  the  countries  concerned  in  the  survey  and  con¬ 
struction  of  this  important  highway,  and  for  agreements  relating  to  its  mainte¬ 
nance  and  use. 

S.  3590  also  makes  authorizations  for  this  purpose,  but  in  the  increased  amount 
of  $32  million  and  upon  the  condition  that  the  authorization  shall  not  be  ob¬ 
ligated  until  an  adequate  provision  for  maintenance  is  achieved. 

Since  1930  the  United  States,  acting  through  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads, 
has  been  assisting  the  Central  American  Republics  and  Panama  in  the  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Inter-American  Highway,  which  extends  3,142  miles  from 
Laredo,  Tex.,  to  Panama  City.  The  1,587-mile  section  in  Mexico  was  completed 
entirely  by  the  Mexican  Government.  Additional  sections  in  each  of  the  other 
countries  have  been  completed  by  those  countries ;  however,  large  sections  have 
been  undertaken  with  the  assistance  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads. 

This  work  has  been  done  under  the  provisions  of  section  212  of  title  23,  United 
States  Code,  whereby  two-thirds  of  the  cost  is  financed  by  the  United  States  on 
a  matching  basis  with  the  cooperating  countries.  As  of  June  30,  1962,  ap¬ 
proximately  $470,000  of  construction  funds  from  prior  appropriations  remain 
unobligated,  and  it  is  anticipated  that  this  amount  will  be  fully  utilized  during 
the  fiscal  year.  With  the  expenditure  of  these  remaining  funds,  the  highway 
will  be  opened  to  an  all-weather  standard  throughout  its  entire  length,  but 
will  require  additional  grading,  drainage,  and  paving  projects  to  bring  it  up  to 
the  proposed  standard. 

The  construction  work  to  be  done  includes  paving  in  Guatemala,  Nicaragua, 
Costa  Rico,  and  Panama ;  widening  of  substandard  sections,  and  heavy  retaining 
wall  and  revetment  work  through  the  unstable  mountainous  terrain  of  Guate¬ 
mala  and  Costa  Rica ;  and  completion  of  the  grading,  drainage,  base,  bridges,  and 
paving  of  the  Guabala-Sautiago  cutoff  in  Panama.  After  the  conclusion  of  this 
work,  the  responsibility  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  for  completing  the 
construction  of  the  Inter-American  Highway  will  be  terminated. 

It  is  estimated  that  $32  million  as  provided  by  S.  3590  will  be  needed  to  finance 
the  U.S.  share  of  the  cost  of  completing  the  Inter- American  Highway,  condi¬ 
tioned  on  assurance  of  adequate  maintenance,  while  the  amount  authorized  by 
S.  2529  is  $28  million. 

Some  of  the  largest  increases  in  the  cost  of  completing  the  highway  have 
been  due  to  inadequacy  or  lack  of  maintenance  in  many  of  the  countries  affected. 
Therefore,  we  believe  it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the  United  States  to  participate 
in  maintenance  of  the  highway  during  the  first  5  years,  both  in  initial  financial 
help  and  in  providing  expert  technical  assistance  where  needed  in  order  to  protect 
our  large  investment.  As  a  practical  matter,  a  majority  of  the  countries  con¬ 
cerned  have  been  unable  to  maintain  the  completed  portions  of  the  highway, 
despite  the  existence  of  agreements  providing  for  full  maintenance  by  the 
countries  concerned. 

Participation  to  assure  adequate  maintenance  can  best  be  accomplished  by 
the  establishment  of  an  Inter-American  Highway  Authority  as  proposed  in  the 
June  1960  report  of  the  International  Road  Federation,  made  at  the  specific 
request  of  the  Public  Works  Ministers  of  the  Central  American  Republics  and 
Panama.  The  highway  authority  membership  would  include  the  United  States 
and  the  Republics  of  Guatemala,  El  Salvador,  Nicaragua,  Honduras,  Costa  Rica, 
and  Panama.  The  United  States  would  contribute  50  percent  of  the  cost  of 
operating  this  authority  for  the  first  6  years  with  the  remaining  50  percent  to 
be  borne  by  each  of  the  Central  American  Republics  in  proportion  to  its  share 
of  the  highway  mileage.  It  is  anticipated  that  such  assistance  will  result  in 
a  fully  stabilized  highway  with  increasing  traffic,  economy,  and  tax  revenues 
for  the  Republics  which  will  assure  their  assumption  of  the  maintenance  re¬ 
sponsibility  guaranteed  by  original  agreements.  The  U.S.  share  of  maintenance 
costs  under  such  an  arrangement  could  be  financed  through  foreign  aid  funds. 
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While  the  amount  to  be  authorized  by  S.  2529,  $28  million,  would  permit  con¬ 
tinuation  of  needed  construction  on  the  Inter-American  Highway,  it  would  not 
be  sufficient  to  complete  the  highway  to  the  necessary  degree.  We  recommend, 
therefore,  that  the  amount  of  $32  million  be  substituted  in  S.  2529  for  the  amount 
of  $28  million  in  order  that  .sufficient  funds  will  be  available  to  complete  the 
needed  construction. 

Since  the  amount  of  $32  million  is  predicated  on  there  being  positive  assur¬ 
ance  of  adequate  maintenance,  we  also  recommended  that  S.  2589  be  amended  to 
provide  that  the  $32  million  authorization  for  completion  of  the  highway  shall 
not  be  obligated  until  some  adequate  provision  for  maintenance  is  achieved. 

If  S.  3590  is  enacted,  or  if  S.  2529  is  amended  in  accordance  with  our  recom¬ 
mendations,  and  necessary  maintenance  arrangements  are  achieved,  we  feel 
that  this  essential  international  highway  system  can  be  completed  under  cir¬ 
cumstances  which  will,  in  the  long  run,  be  mutually  advantageous  to  the  United 
States  and  to  all  the  participating  countries. 

I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  discuss  these  pending  bills  with  you.  We 
would  also  like  to  submit  to  the  subcommittee  material,  including  charts  and 
tables,  on  the  status  and  progress  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  program. 

Status  and  Progress  of  the  Federai.-Aid  Highway  Program 

We  are  pleased  to  advise  you  again  that  the  highway  program  is  on  schedule 
in  relation  to  the  revenues  available  in  the  highway  trust  fund.  Revenues 
accruing  to  the  fund  since  July  1,  1956,  have  totaled  $13,903  billion,  and  ex¬ 
penditures  have  totaled  $13,433  billion.  On  June  30,  1962,  the  balance  in  the 
highway  trust  fund  was  $470  million. 

The  status  of  improvement  of  the  Intersate  System  as  of  June  30,  1962,  is 
shown  on  the  attached  map  and  summarized  by  States  in  the  attached  table  1. 

A  total  of  12,550  miles  of  the  Interstate  System  has  now  been  improved  and 
open  to  traffic,  as  shown  in  figure  1,  representing  an  increase  of  1,725  miles 
during  the  past  year.  This  total  mileage  improved  and  open  to  traffic  includes 
8,026  miles  improved  with  Interstate  funds,  2,223  miles  improved  with  other 
public  funds,  and  2,301  miles  of  toll  roads  incorporated  in  the  system  as  author¬ 
ized  by  the  1956  legislation. 

In  addition  to  the  sections  open  to  traffic,  4,801  miles  of  the  Interstate  System 
were  under  construction  on  .Tune  30,  1962,  and  engineering  or  right-of-way 
acquisition  were  underway  on  10,927  miles.  Thus  on  June  30,  1962,  some  form 
of  work  was  completed  or  underway  on  28,278  miles  or  69  percent  of  the  41,000- 
mile  Interstate  System.  Work  was  not  yet  started  on  12,722  miles. 

Interstate  projects  totaling  $6.7  billion  have  been  completed  since  July  1,  1956. 
The  completed  projects  include  construction  contracts  at  a  total  cost  of  $5.6  billion 
and  engineering  and  right-of-way  acquisition  totaling  $1.1  billion. 

Interstate  projects  underway  or  authorized  on  June  30,  1962,  totaled  $6.8 
billion.  The  work  underway  included  construction  contracts  totaling  $4  billion 
and  engineering  and  right-of-way  acquisition  totaling  $2.8  billion. 

We  have  now  reached  the  one-third  point  in  authorizations  for  completion  of 
the  Interstate  System.  As  shown  on  table  2  covering  work  authorized  through 
June  30,  1962,  preliminary  engineering  work  has  been  authorized  covering  59 
percent  of  the  total  program.  About  49  percent  of  the  right-of-way  acquisition 
work  has  been  authorized.  Contracts  have  been  advertised  on  30  percent  of  the 
work.  In  total,  the  work  authorized  to  date  represents  34  percent  of  the  total 
cost  of  the  Interstate  System  as  developed  in  the  1961  estimate. 

The  status  of  active  and  completed  projects  financed  from  Federal-aid  inter¬ 
state  funds  is  shown  by  States  in  the  attached  table  3. 

For  the  A-B-C  program,  including  the  program  financed  from  the  special  funds 
authorized  by  section  2(a)  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1958,  projects  have 
been  completed  since  July  1,  1956,  at  a  total  cost  of  $9.6  billion.  The  completed 
projects  include  over  137,000  miles  of  construction  contracts,  at  a  total  cost  of 
$9  billion,  and  engineering  and  right-of-way  acquisition  totaling  $633  million. 

A-B-C  projects  were  underway  or  authorized  on  June  30,  1962,  totaling  $3.5 
billion.  The  work  underway  included  over  25,800  miles  of  construction  contracts 
at  a  total  cost  of  $3.1  billion  and  engineering  and  right-of-way  acquisition  totaling 
$490  million. 
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The  status  of  active  and  completed  projects  under  the  A-B-C  program  is  shown 
by  States  in  the  attached  table  4. 

At  this  time,  I  would  like  to  give  the  committee  a  brief  final  report  on  the 
emergency  program  financed  from  the  special  funds  authorized  by  sections  2(a) 
and  2(e)  of  the  1958  act.  The  work  financed  from  these  funds  has  been  com¬ 
pleted  for  some  time  and  all  except  a  few  projects  have  been  closed  out. 

As  an  antirecession  measure  to  aid  the  economy,  relieve  unemployment,  and 
provide  needed  highway  improvements,  section  2(a)  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1958,  approved  April  16,  1958,  authorized  an  additional  .$400  million  of 
special  Federal-aid  highway  funds  (“D”  funds)  for  the  fiscal  year  1959,  to  be 
apportioned  to  the  States  using  the  same  formulas  prescribed  for  primary, 
secondary,  and  urban  highway  funds.  These  funds  were  available  to  the  States 
on  a  two-thirds  Federal  and  one-third  State  matching  basis,  without  stipulation 
as  to  the  amount  to  be  expended  on  either  the  Federal-aid  primary  or  secondary 
highway  systems.  Projects  financed  from  these  funds  were  required  to  be 
awarded  to  contract  by  December  1,  1958,  for  completion  by  December  1,  1959. 
Section  2(e)  of  the  act  authorized  $115  million  as  repayable  advances  (“L” 
funds)  to  assist  the  States  in  meeting  up  to  two-thirds  of  the  requirements  for 
State  matching  funds,  provided  that  the  amounts  so  used  by  the  States  were  to 
be  repaid  later  by  deduction  from  subsequent  fiscal  year  apportionments  of 
A-B-C  funds. 

Under  this  special  program,  Federal-aid  primary,  secondary,  and  urban  high¬ 
way  projects  financed  at  a  total  cost  of  $618  million  were  placed  under  contract 
within  a  period  of  7%  months  from  date  of  authorization  of  the  funds,  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  and  without  delay  to  the  regular  A-B-C  and  interstate  programs.  The 
projects  provided  12,110  miles  of  highway  improvements,  including  2,075  miles 
of  grading  and  drainage  or  low-type  surfacing,  2,166  miles  of  intermediate-type 
surfaces,  7,824  miles  of  high-type  surfaces,  and  1,330  bridges  over  20-foot  span 
having  a  combined  total  length  of  45  miles. 

A  total  of  $102  million  of  “L”  fund  repayable  advances  were  used  by  the 
States  in  matching  the  special  “D”  funds.  These  advances  have  been  repaid 
in  full  by  deductions  from  the  1961  and  1962  fiscal  year  apportionments  of  A-B-C 
funds.  Three  States  elected  not  to  utilize  repayable  advances,  and  there  were  no 
deductions  from  1961  and  1962  apportionments  in  those  cases. 

Details  of  this  special  program  are  shown  by  States  in  table  5. 

The  Federal-aid  highway  program  is  being  advanced  at  the  maximum  level 
that  can  be  supported  from  revenues  accruing  to  the  highway  trust  fund.  The 
1963  fiscal  year  apportionments  made  last  August  included  the  A-B-C  apportion¬ 
ment  of  $925  million  and  an  interstate  apportionment  of  $2.4  billion  as  author¬ 
ized  by  the  1961  act. 

Reimbursable  obligation  controls  (contract  controls)  have  been  continued  in 
order  that  trust  fund  revenues  will  be  adequate  to  reimburse  the  States  promptly 
for  work  done.  The  schedule  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  provides 
for  reimbursable  obligations  totaling  $3,794  billion  during  the  year.  This  sched¬ 
ule  has  been  made  available  to  the  States  in  equal  quarterly  installments  of 
$948.5  million  each.  The  first  quarter  schedule  was  released  effective  June 
14,  1962,  and  the  second,  third,  and  fourth  quarter  schedules  have  been  released 
effective  as  of  the  beginning  date  of  each  quarter. 

The  program  for  completion  of  the  Interstate  System  as  authorized  by  the 
Federal-aid  Highway  Act  of  1961  is  shown  in  figure  2. 

Under  this  authorized  program  the  interstate  apportionments  total  $37  billion. 
It  is  expected  that  an  interstate  apportionment  of  $2.6  billion  will  be  made  this 
summer  for  the  fiscal  year  1964,  as  shown  by  States  in  table  6,  and  that  apportion¬ 
ments  for  succeeding  fiscal  years  will  gradually  increase  to  a  maximum  of  $3 
billion  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1968,  1969,  and  1970,  with  a  balancing  appor¬ 
tionment  of  $2,885  billion  for  the  fiscal  year  1971. 

In  addition  to  these  interstate  appportionments  totaling  $37  billion,  the 
proposed  program  provides  for  A-B-C  and  other  programs,  including  emergency 
relief  and  bridges  over  dams,  totaling  over  $16.5  billion  through  fiscal  1972. 

Estimated  annual  apportionments,  disbursements,  revenues,  and  trust  fund 
balances  for  the  program  to  be  financed  from  the  highway  trust  fund  are  shown 
in  table  7. 
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Future  apportionments  of  A-B-C  funds  would  be  made  in  the  amount  of  $950 
million  for  fiscal  1964,  as  shown  in  tables  6  and  7,  $950  million  for  the  fiscal 
year  1965,  $975  million  for  the  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967,  and  $1  billion  annually 
for  the  fiscal  years  1968  through  1972,  as  recommended  by  the  President  in 
his  special  message  to  the  Congress  on  February  28,  1961.  Apportionments  in 
these  amounts,  involving  increases  of  $25  million  every  2  years  beginning  with 
the  apportionment  for  the  fiscal  year  1964,  are  in  accord  with  the  President’s 
recommendations  for  keeping  the  A-B-C  program  in  balance  with  the  expanded 
interstate  program. 

The  amounts  included  for  other  programs  cover  estimated  requirements  of 
$5  million  annually  for  emergency  relief  in  the  repair  of  highways  damaged  by 
floods  or  other  disasters  which  would  continue  to  be  financed  from  the  highway 
trust  fund. 

Trust  fund  revenues  provided  by  the  1961  act  and  prior  legislation  are  esti¬ 
mated  to  total  $52,593  billion  through  September  30,  1972.  As  shown  in  table 
7,  these  estimated  revenues  would  be  adequate  to  meet  financing  requirements  for 
the  $37  billion  interstate  program  and  for  the  A-B-C  and  other  programs  as 
discussed  above  with  a  surplus  of  $149  million  on  September  30,  1972. 

We  are  pleased  to  report  that  actual  costs  for  completion  of  the  Interstate 
System  are  running  very  close  to  the  estimate  of  costs  as  reported  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  in  January  1961  (H.  Doc.  49,  87tli  Cong.,  1st  sess.).  The  ratios  of  actual 
to  estimated  costs  are  as  follows  for  work  authorized  from  January  1,  1960, 
through  June  30, 1962 : 


Item 

Actual  total 
cost 

Ratio  of  ac¬ 
tual  to  esti¬ 
mated  cost 

Millions 
$226 
1,244 
4, 679 

Percent 

106.4 

103.0 

99.6 

Total  _  ... 

6,149 

100.6 

The  tabulation  of  cost  experience  in  the  construction  of  the  Interstate  System 
indicates  that  actual  costs  for  the  portions  of  the  Interstate  System  authorized 
during  the  2%-year  period  following  the  cutoff  date  for  the  1961  estimate  are 
100.5  percent  of  the  estimated  costs  for  the  same  system  segments  as  reported  to 
Congress  in  the  1961  estimate.  This  relationship,  percentagewise,  between  actual 
and  estimated  costs  will  vary  from  State  to  State,  reflecting  changing  conditions 
in  rural  and  urban  areas,  and  changes  in  unit  prices,  etc.,  over  those  existing  at 
the  estimate  date.  Nationwide,  however,  the  estimate  of  costs  and  the  actual 
costs  are  in  close  agreement,  indicating  the  soundness  of  the  1961  estimate  as  a 
measure  of  the  ultimate  cost  of  the  41,000-mile  Interstate  System  now  designated. 
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Table  1. — National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways  status  of  improvement  as  of  June  SO,  1962 
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3.6 
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11.3 
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quate  for  present  traffic 
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Total 
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funds 
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1 
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i  ©  i  i  i  i  ©  04  04  © 

1  ©  1  1  1  I  CO  pH  04  © 

1 04  •  I  I  I  CO 

I  l  i  I  l 
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04  ©  ©>  ©  00  1-1 

Tfi  CO  ©  -'f  CO 
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C000©©0404©0i— (  © 

©  t  -  ©  CO  04  Q  i-<  CO  © 
©COC00  01©rf©CO© 
04  pH  04  04 

State 

Alabama _ 

A  last  a 

Arizona--  _ 

Arkansas 

California-- - - 

Colorado _ 

Connecticut _ 

Delaware - - - - 

Florida 

Georgia _ 

Hawaii  - 

Idaho  _ 

Illinois . - _ _ _ _ 

Indiana - - - 

Iowa _ _ _ _ _ 

Kansas _ 

Kentucky . . - 

Louisiana . . . . . . . 

Maine _ _ 

Maryland . - . 

Massachusetts _ _ _ 
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Table  2. — Interstate  System  authorizations  through  June  30,  1962 
[Dollar  amounts  In  millions] 


Total  cost  of  work  authorized 


Item 

Actual,  through 
June  30,  1962 

Estimated 
work  as 
1962 

remaining 
of  June  30, 

Total  Inter¬ 
state  System 

Amount 

Percent  of 
total  item 
costs 

Amount 

Percent  of 
total  item 
costs 

costs  per  1961, 
estimate 

$632 

59 

$447 

41 

$1, 079 
6,275 
31, 896 

High  t-of- way _ 

3, 093 

49 

3, 182 

51 

9,591 

30 

22, 305 

70 

13.316 

34 

25,934 

66 

39, 250 
574 

State  highway  planning  and  research _ 

Public  Roads  'administration  and  re- 

357 

819 

Tntal  _  _  _ 

41.000 

Table  3. — National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways;  active  and  completed  projects  financed  with  Federal-aid  interstate  funds 

as  of  June  30,  1962 

[Millions  of  dollars] 
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Table  3. — National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways ;  active  and  completed  projects  financed  with  Federal-aid  interstate 

funds  as  of  June  30,  1962 — Continued 

[Millions  of  dollars] 
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Projects  completed  July  1,  1956  to  date 

Total 

Federal 

funds 
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Alabama— . .  - . — 

Alaska _ _ _ 

Arizona . . . — 

Arkansas _ . _ 

California . . 

Colorado . . . . 

Connecticut . . 

Delaware. . . .  . 

Florida _ _ _ 

Georgia _  _ 

Hawaii _ _ _ _ 

Idaho _ _ 

Illinois _ 

Indiana _ _ _  _ _ 

Iowa . . . . 

Kansas  _  _ 

Kentucky  _  ... 

Louisiana _  _ _ 

Maine _ ...  . 

Maryland . . . 

Massachusetts _ — . . 

Michigan  . . . . 

Minnesota _ _ _ 

Mississippi _ _ 

Missouri  _ 

Montana . . . . . 

Nebraska _ 
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Table  5. — Projects  financed  from  funds  authorized,  by  sec.  2(a)  and  2(e) 
(D  funds  and  L  funds,  respectively)  of  1958  act  as  of  June  80, 1962 


State 

Number 

of 

projects 

Total  cost 

Federa 

D  fund 

1  funds 

L  fund 

Miles 

Number 

of 

bridges 

Alabama _ _ 

54 

$11,952,  548 

$7, 883, 298 

$2,  496,  574 

262.5 

37 

Alaska _ 

31 

8,  243,  798 

6, 178, 599 

381,  824 

126. 3 

6 

Arizona- _ 

20 

5,  992,  583 

4,  767, 326 

680,  439 

76.8 

23 

Arkansas _ 

53 

9,  147, 330 

5,  880,  738 

1,816.813 

346.7 

34 

California _ 

92 

37,  514,  673 

22,  073,  488 

5,  289,  037 

201.7 

66 

Colorado _ _ 

23 

9,  562,  554 

6,  259, 199 

1,  576,  074 

195.7 

5 

Connecticut _ 

25 

6, 047,  904 

3,  733,  466 

1, 153,  428 

36.4 

3 

Delaware _ 

7 

2,  826, 740 

1,680,806 

527, 145 

22.3 

7 

Florida _ _ _ 

43 

10, 168, 077 

0,  544,  442 

2,021,859 

307.3 

6 

Georgia . . 

34 

12,217,061 

8,  045, 973 

2,  682, 009 

290.7 

26 

Hawaii _ _ _ 

5 

2,  849,  494 

1,  838, 235 

567,  910 

13.2 

3 

Idaho -  - 

35 

5,  455,  657 

3,  936, 209 

840,  066 

165.9 

6 

Illinois . . . 

166 

27,  430, 184 

17,  803,  047 

4,  807,  689 

567.6 

41 

Indiana _ 

70 

14,  063,  585 

9, 375,  435 

2, 860,  015 

250.4 

18 

Iowa _ _ 

108 

13,  557,  425 

8,  523,  047 

2,  633, 135 

401.8 

29 

Kansas _ _ — 

151 

12, 337,  855 

8, 123,  299 

2,  509,  636 

482.3 

94 

Kentucky - 

41 

11, 154,064 

7, 138,  825 

2, 205,  490 

116.0 

19 

Louisiana _ 

34 

9,  810,  825 

6,  305,  387 

1,  850,  751 

199.9 

21 

22 

4,  662,  846 

2,  975,  768 

919,  343 

55.4 

Maryland —  _ _ _ 

8 

6, 775, 394 

4, 394„431 

1,  357,  629 

24.8 

4 

Massachusetts _ _ _ 

22 

12,113,983 

7,  417,  652 

2, 291,632 

33.3 

14 

Michigan . . . 

132 

21,  944,  920 

13, 857, 433 

196, 132 

375.8 

17 

Minnesota _ 

133 

15,  993, 590 

9,  544,381 

393, 314 

497.7 

23 

Mississippi _ 

73 

10,  529,  823 

6, 374, 195 

18, 000 

296. 1 

54 

Missouri.— . .  . . . 

100 

16, 715, 757 

11,041,091 

3,411,067 

408.9 

72 

Montana _ _ 

38 

9,191,050 

6, 325, 284 

1, 595, 039 

267.3 

5 

Nebraska _ 

30 

10, 068, 882 

6,  628,717 

2,047,895 

212.1 

23 

Nevada _  _ 

11 

4,261,315 

3, 737,178 

288, 487 

107.3 

2 

New  Hampshire _ 

8 

2, 770, 495 

1,797,880 

13.  5 

4 

New  Jersey - - - 

23 

11,160,256 

7,  585, 212 

2,  286, 432 

39.6 

6 

New  Mexico _ 

16 

6,  874, 697 

5, 129,  291 

1,047,522 

106.8 

10 

New  York.  _  . . .  __  _ 

87 

42, 678,  580 

25,765,119 

7,691,167 

217.4 

33 

North  Carolina _ 

68 

14,417,185 

9,  527, 160 

2, 952,  998 

341.6 

37 

North  Dakota . . 

23 

6,  884, 073 

4,511,272 

1,393,  726 

392.9 

1 

Ohio— - - 

223 

24, 794, 719 

15,  876,  379 

4,  904,  896 

724.0 

30 

Oklahoma _ 

36 

11,907,762 

7,668,061 

2, 368, 993 

180.7 

40 

Oregon _ 

71 

8, 297,  985 

5,  898, 916 

1,241,197 

124.9 

39 

Pennsylvania _ 

56 

29,418,065 

19,  217,078 

5, 936, 982 

139.1 

52 

Rhode  Island . . . 

22 

3,  475, 957 

2,219,044 

676, 619 

49.8 

South  Carolina _ 

58 

8, 752, 954 

5,066, 872 

283.5 

46 

South  Dakota _ 

70 

7, 066, 130 

4, 880, 326 

1,017,733 

402.7 

15 

Tennessee . .  . 

62 

12,  581,929 

8, 295, 696 

2,  562,  897 

306.3 

42 

Texas _ _ - 

147 

38,  527,  230 

24,  334, 820 

7,518,072 

1, 027. 4 

227 

Utah . . . . 

17 

4,  770, 155 

3, 729,  777 

72.5 

6 

Vermont _ 

17 

2,  594,  867 

1, 656, 616 

511,800 

22.4 

6 

Virginia - - 

133 

12,917,661 

7,657,939 

2, 365, 867 

464. 1 

19 

Washington _ 

87 

9, 790, 505 

6, 494, 383 

1, 662, 443 

269.5 

5 

West  Virginia _ _ 

33 

6,  967,  692 

4, 324,  463 

1,336,012 

152.  5 

4 

Wisconsin . . 

85 

15,  656,  578 

9, 098,  443 

2,  810, 900 

319.6 

38 

Wyoming _ _ 

9 

5, 153, 630 

3, 886, 714 

748, 548 

97.0 

6 

District  of  Columbia . . 

10 

3,  699, 324 

2,  368, 963 

731,  875 

6.4 

1 

Puerto  Rico _ _ _ 

9 

4, 413, 281 

2, 798, 766 

864,  440 

14.1 

9 

Total . . 

2,931 

618, 161, 627 

1 398, 176, 139 

102, 049,  551 

12, 110. 5 

1,333 

1  Reduction  from  total  $400,000,000  authorization  represents  reductions  in  project  cost  reported  on  final 
vouchers. 
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Table  6. — Approximate  apportionments  of  Federal-aid  high  funds,  fiscal  year 

1964 

[Thousands  of  dollars] 


State 

Primary 

Pursuant  tc 

Secondary 

H.R.  12135 

Urban 

Subtotal 

Interstate 

Total 

Total _ 

$427, 500 

$285, 000 

$237, 500 

$950, 000 

$2, 600, 000 

$3, 550, 000 

Alabama _ 

8, 178 

6,244 

3, 188 

17, 610 

53, 635 

71,245 

22, 606 

15, 233 

156 

38,  085 

38, 085 

Arizona _ 

6,337 

4,  111 

1,773 

12, 221 

36,  407 

48,628 

Arkansas.  _ 

6,  087 

4,847 

1,292 

12,  226 

27, 138 

39, 364 

California.  _ _ 

21,  862 

10, 154 

25, 672 

57. 688 

247,  918 

305, 606 

Colorado _ 

7, 105 

4,609 

2,415 

14, 129 

34, 379 

48,  508 

Connecticut _ 

2,  992 

1,622 

4,  581 

9,  195 

36, 613 

45. 808 

Delaware _ 

2,111 

1,407 

544 

4,062 

9, 654 

13, 716 

Florida _ 

7,849 

4,863 

6, 669 

19, 381 

53, 789 

73, 170 

Georgia _ 

10.  473 

7,909 

3,  843 

22, 225 

47,  781 

70, 006 

Hawaii _ 

2,  111 

1,407 

880 

4,398 

20,  360 

24,758 

Idaho _ _ _ 

4,726 

3,  392 

501 

8,619 

12, 170 

20,  789 

Illinois _ 

15,  933 

8,  727 

15, 229 

39, 889 

135, 256 

175, 145 

Indiana _ 

9,696 

7,009 

5, 322 

22, 027 

64,  213 

86, 240 

Iowa _ 

9,619 

7, 162 

2,  535 

19. 316 

32,  813 

52, 129 

Kansas.  _ 

9.  561 

6,  676 

2,  327 

18,  564 

20, 103 

38, 667 

Kentucky _ _ 

6,944 

5,888 

2,  368 

15, 200 

52, 890 

68, 090 

Louisiana _ _ 

6,  353 

4, 570 

3,712 

14, 635 

74,  894 

89,  529 

Maine _ _ _ 

3, 138 

2, 384 

805 

6,327 

12,  247 

18,  574 

Maryland..  _ 

4, 192 

2,628 

4, 288 

11, 108 

47,  499 

58,  607 

Massachusetts _ 

5,382 

2,  3S0 

8,184 

15,  946 

55, 561 

71,  507 

Michigan _ 

13, 179 

8, 277 

10,  755 

32, 211 

101,031 

133, 242 

Minnesota _ _ _ 

10,  726 

7,  560 

3,  888 

22, 174 

67, 063 

89, 237 

Mississippi . 

6,626 

5,567 

1,393 

13,  586 

31, 503 

45,  089 

Missouri. _ _  _  . 

11,306 

7,740 

5, 270 

24, 316 

66, 318 

90,  634 

Montana . . 

7,  821 

5,426 

543 

13,  790 

24, 263 

38,053 

Nebraska _  _  __ 

7,688 

5,  478 

1,368 

14,  534 

15, 148 

29,  682 

Nevada _ ...  ... 

4,  846 

3,223 

358 

8. 427 

13, 069 

21, 496 

New  Hampshire  .  . 

2,111 

1,407 

627 

4,145 

11,631 

15,  776 

New.lersey  .....  _ 

5,  968 

2,049 

10, 191 

18,  208 

67, 602 

85, 810 

New  Mexico _ 

6,606 

4,457 

1,147 

12, 210 

25, 880 

38, 090 

New  York  _ 

19,  292 

8,  412 

27,  316 

55,  020 

122, 855 

177,  875 

North  Carolina _ 

9,  971 

8,  914 

3,111 

21,  996 

21, 208 

43,  204 

North  Dakota _ 

5,  411 

3,  965 

417 

9,  793 

11,451 

21,  244 

Ohio _  _ ...  .  ..  .  . 

14,  660 

9,138 

13,  402 

37, 200 

176,  952 

214, 152 

Oklahoma _ _  ... _  .. 

8,523 

5,932 

2,616 

17.  071 

31, 195 

48,  266 

Oregon _ _  _ _ _ 

6,546 

4,  575 

1,982 

13, 103 

45,  034 

58, 137 

Pennsylvania  . . 

15,  690 

10,  062 

15,  094 

40, 846 

115, 974 

156,  820 

Rhode  Island _ 

2,111 

1,407 

1,426 

4,  944 

9,  551 

14, 495 

South  Carolina . . . . 

5,  407 

4,724 

1,699 

11, 830 

22, 389 

34,  219 

South  Dakota _ _ 

5,  952 

4,306 

431 

10, 689 

17, 023 

27,  712 

Tennessee _ 

8,  277 

6,536 

3,  378 

18, 191 

65, 343 

83,  534 

Texas _ 

25,  851 

16, 337 

13, 180 

55, 368 

117, 309 

172,  677 

Utah _ 

4,  635 

3,  007 

1,237 

8, 879 

37, 537 

46,  416 

Vermont _ 

2,111 

1,407 

330 

3,848 

17, 895 

21,  743 

Virginia _ 

8,  031 

6,  269 

4, 112 

18, 412 

78, 797 

97,  209 

Washington _  . 

6,780 

4,582 

3,  548 

14, 910 

54,  046 

68,  956 

West  Virginia _ _  .. 

4,163 

3,742 

1,248 

9,153 

.  39,026 

48, 179 

Wisconsin _ 

9,  485 

6,  691 

4,589 

20,  765 

22, 928 

43, 693 

Wyoming _  _  ...  . 

4,  816 

3,  277 

280 

8,373 

24, 879 

33,  252 

District  of  Columbia _ 

2,111 

1,407 

1,489 

5,007 

37, 280 

42,287 

Puerto  Rico _ _ 

2,111 

2, 342 

1,822 

6, 275 

6,275 
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Table  7. — Federal-aid  highway  program  pursuant  to  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 

of  1961 

[Millions  of  dollars] 


Fiscal  year 

Date 

Apportionments 

Obliga¬ 

tions 

Disburse¬ 

ments 

Revenues 

Balance 

Inter¬ 

state 

ABC 

and 

other 

Total 

Balance  1 _ 

June 

30, 1956 

$315 

$1,  665 

$1, 980 

$1, 160 

1957 . . 

June 

29, 1956 

1,000 

129 

1,129 

2,227 

$966 

$1, 482 

$516 

1958 . . 

Aug. 

1, 1956 

1,  700 

859 

2, 559 

2,  945 

1,511 

2,  044 

1,049 

1959 . .... 

Aug. 

1. 1957 

2,200 

1,380 

3,580 

3,509 

2, 613 

2,088 

524 

1960 . . 

Aug. 

1, 1958 

2,  500 

906 

3,406 

2,  610 

2,  940 

2,535 

119 

1961. . . 

Oct. 

8, 1959 

1,800 

878 

2,678 

3, 187 

2,  619 

2,799 

299 

1962 _ 

Aug. 

1, 1960 

2,200 

883 

3,  083 

3,  034 

2,  784 

2,955 

470 

1963 . . 

Aug. 

17, 1961 

2,  400 

932 

3,332 

3, 861 

3,001 

3,262 

731 

1964 _ 

Aug. 

1, 1962 

2,600 

955 

3, 555 

3,  774 

3, 383 

3,  357 

705 

1965 _ 

July 

1, 1963 

2,700 

955 

3,655 

3,791 

3,  571 

3,454 

588 

1966 _ 

July 

1, 1964 

2,800 

980 

3,  780 

3,791 

3,661 

3,  550 

477 

1967 . . 

July 

1, 1965 

2,900 

980 

3,880 

3,  914 

3,  716 

3,  651 

412 

1968 _ _ 

July 

1, 1966 

3,000 

1,005 

4,006 

4,  014 

3,  812 

3,  754 

354 

1969 _ 

July 

1, 1967 

3,000 

1,005 

4,  005 

4,  014 

3,906 

3,  861 

309 

1970 _ 

July 

1, 1968 

3,000 

1,005 

4,005 

4,  014 

3,  961 

3, 969 

317 

1971 . 

July 

1, 1969 

2,885 

1,005 

3,  890 

3,062 

4,  062 

4,078 

333 

1972 . . 

July 

1, 1970 

1,  005 

1,005 

1,  051 

4,203 

4, 191 

321 

1973 . 

1,735 

1,563 

149 

Total _ 

37,000 

16,  527 

53,527 

53,  958 

52,444 

52, 593 

Unpaid  balance  of  prior  authorizations. 
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COMPLETION  OF  INTERSTATE  SYSTEM  IN  1972 
PURSUANT  TO  1961  ACT 


FISCAL  YEARS 
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STATUS  OF 

INTERSTATE  SYSTEM  IMPROVEMENT 

AS  OF  JUNE  30,1962 


REMAINING  SYSTEM 
12,722  MILES 


ENGINEERING  AND 
RIGHT  OF  WAY 
ACQUISITION  UNDERWAY 
10,927  MILES 

CONSTRUCTION  UNDERWAY 
4,801  MILES 

TOLL  FACILITIES  2,301  MILES 
IMPROVED  WITH  OTHER  PUBLIC 
FUNDS  2,223  MILES 

IMPROVED  WITH 
INTERSTATE  FUNDS 
8,026  MILES 


TOTAL  SYSTEM 
41,000  MILES 


TOTAL  IMPROVED  OR 
WORK  UNDERWAY 
28,278  MILES 


IMPROVED  OR  CONSTRUCTION 
UNDERWAY  17,351  MILES 

IMPROVED  AND  OPEN 
TO  TRAFFIC  12,550  MILES 


STATEMENT  OE  REX  M.  WHITTON,  FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ADMINIS¬ 
TRATOR,  BUREAU  OF  PUBLIC  ROADS,  DEPARTMENT  OF  COM¬ 
MERCE;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  FRANK  TURNER,  CHIEF  ENGINEER, 

BUREAU  OF  PUBLIC  ROADS,  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

Mr.  Wiiitton.  I  will  be  talking  about  bills  PI.R.  12135,  S.  3136,  and 
these  others.  In  regard  to  H.Ii.  12135  and  S.  3136,  I  want  to  first 
discuss  some  of  the  specific  recommendations  made  by  the  President 
in  his  Federal  highway  message  and  in  his  recent  and  timely  message 
on  transportation,  a  subject  of  vital  interest  to  the  entire  country. 

One  of  these  recommendations,  concerning  relocation  assistance  for 
those  displaced  as  a  result  of  Federal-aid  highway  construction,  is  not 
entirely  new.  The  President  had  referred  to  this  problem  in  his 
special  message  on  highways  of  more  than  a  year  ago. 

On  the  matter  of  displacement  of  families,  the  President  mentioned 
his  previous  message  and  stated — and  I  quote : 

To  move  toward  equity  among  the  vai-ious  federally  assisted  programs  causing 
displacement,  I  recommend  that  assistance  and  requirements  similar  to  those 
now  applicable  to  the  urban  renewal  program  be  authorized  for  the  Federal-aid 
highway  program. 

Now  I  am  reading  from  the  top  of  page  5. 

Section  3  of  S.  3136,  now  under  consideration  by  this  committee, 
would  implement  this  recommendation.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce 
would  be  authorized  to  require  assurances  by  the  State  highway  de¬ 
partments  of  feasible  relocation  methods  and  availability  of  suitable 
dwellings,  and  to  approve  Federal -aid  participation  in  State  reloca¬ 
tion  payments,  with  specified  limitations,  for  reasonable  and  necessary 
moving  expenses  and  actual  property  losses  not  otherwise  compensated. 
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The  limitations  on  relocation  payments  would  be  (1)  $200  in  the 
case  of  an  individual  or  family  and  (2)  $3,000  in  the  case  of  a  busi¬ 
ness  concern  or  nonprofit  organization,  or  if  greater,  the  total  certified 
actual  moving  expenses. 

Senator  Kerr.  Will  you  repeat  that  and  just  a  little  slower,  Mr. 
Wliitton  ? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes,  Senator  Kerr.  The  limitations  on  relocation 
payments  would  be  (1)  $200  in  the  case  of  an  individual  or  family 
and  (2)  $3,000  in  the  case  of  a  business  concern  or  nonprofit  organiza¬ 
tion,  or  if  greater,  the  total  certified  actual  moving  expenses.  These 
provisions  are  designed  to  alleviate  severe  hardships  to  families  and 
businesses  displaced  as  a  result  of  Federal-aid  highway  construction. 

We  estimate  that  about  15,000  families  and  1,500  businesses  will  be 
displaced  each  year  in  the  next  6  to  8  years  by  the  completion  of  the 
Interstate  System  alone.  Under  existing  Federal-aid  highway  legis¬ 
lation,  no  provision  is  made  for  those  displaced.  The  circumstances 
of  these  displacements,  therefore,  are  unfavorable,  especially  when 
considered  in  the  light  of  those  occurring  under  the  federally  assisted 
urban  renewal  program,  which  displaces  around  30,000  families  and 
4,000  businesses  annually. 

When  families  are  required  to  move  and  give  up  their  homes  to 
permit  the  construction  of  a  public  improvement,  they  should  not  be 
forced  into  housing  less  desirable  than  that  from  which  they  are 
removed.  It  is  only  fair  and  proper  that  they  should  have  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  occupying  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  housing  that  is  within 
their  financial  means,  and  in  reasonably  convenient  locations.  More¬ 
over,  they  should  be  afforded  assistance  where  necessary  in  order  to 
minimize  the  hardships  involved  in  finding  a  suitable  dwelling. 

While  it  is  true  that  the  primary  purposes  of  the  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way  program  do  not  include  actual  improvement  of  substandard  living 
conditions,  we  perceive  no  objection  in  principle  to  such  improvement 
as  an  incidental  result  of  public  construction  such  as  the  highway 
program.  Indeed,  the  concept  of  economic  improvement  by  reason 
of  public  works  construction  would  appear  to  go  hand-in-hand  with 
that  of  social  progress. 

Moreover,  the  consideration  of  a  highway  program  as  including 
relocation  assistance  and  payments  is  not  unique.  In  enacting  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956,  the  Congress  recognized  that 
utility  relocation  payments  made  by  the  States  in  connection  with 
Federal-aid  highway  construction  are  properly  a  part  of  the  cost  of 
highway  construction  to  be  paid  from  the  highway  trust  fund. 

Increasing  concern  is  being  given  to  the  problems  of  those  displaced 
from  their  homes  and  businesses  by  Federal  or  federally  aided  con¬ 
struction  programs.  In  fact,  in  recent  years,  the  trend  has  been 
toward  special  consideration  of  those  displaced,  both  on  the  Federal 
level  and  on  the  State  level  as  well. 

Seven  States  have  enacted  legislation  requiring  some  form  of  relo¬ 
cation  assistance,  all  but  one  of  which  applies  to  businesses  as  well 
as  to  residences.  In  at  least  one  State  the  maximum  assistance  pay¬ 
ments  in  most  categories  are  higher  than  those  provided  under  S.  3136. 
Also,  about  a  dozen  other  States  which  have  no  specific  statutes  on 
the  subject  make  payment  for  moving  or  related  costs  under  varying 
conditions  as  a  result  of  jury  awards,  constitutional  interpretation,  or 
administrative  action  of  the  State  highway  department. 
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We  believe  that  enactment  of  section  3  of  S.  3136  will  insure  this 
desirable  legislation  in  all  States,  thus  affording  equitable  treatment 
to  our  citizens  most  directly  and  immediately  affected,  from  a  personal 
standpoint,  by  highway  construction. 

A  program  of  relocation  assistance  and  payments  is  a  logical  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  right-of-way  program.  Property  owners  are  compen¬ 
sated  for  property  actually  taken  for  highway  right-of-way  purposes, 
but  they  must  vacate  their  property  and  move  at  their  own  expense. 
Much  of  the  land  needed  for  rights-of-way  is  occupied  by  families 
and  businesses  who  rent  or  lease.  They  also  must  bear  the  expense 
involved  in  moving  to  accommodate  a  public  improvement. 

This  represents  a  serious  financial  burden,  and  in  the  case  of  a 
business,  may  pose  a  threat  to  the  ability  to  continue  in  operation, 
particularly  in  the  case  of  small,  single-location  business  establish¬ 
ments. 

It  is  not  difficult  to  visualize  the  far-reaching  results  of  massive 
removals  of  urban  families  and  businesses  from  their  accustomed 
places,  without  the  tempering  effect  of  an  orderly,  statutory  pro¬ 
gram  of  relocation  assistance  and  payments.  The  families  and  busi¬ 
nesses  involved  often  undergo  not  relocation,  but  dislocation. 

It  would  be  hard  to  calculate  the  dollar  amount  lost  by  unassisted 
wage  earners  and  businessmen  during  the  time  required  to  search  for  a 
new  location,  not  to  mention  the  continuing  losses  suffered  when  in 
order  to  avoid  further  immediate  monetary  loss,  the  first  available 
location  must  be  accepted  whether  suitable  or  not. 

Indirectly,  the  economic  results  of  such  an  unrelieved  major  dis¬ 
location  within  an  urban  area  upon  the  relevant  housing,  labor,  and 
consumer  markets  of  that  community  may  well  operate  to  offset  the 
substantial  economic  benefits  which  the  highway  project  was  origi¬ 
nally  intended  to  produce. 

We  believe  that  these  potential  losses,  direct  and  indirect,  private 
and  public,  can  be  minimized  or  eliminated  by  a  workable  program  of 
relocation  assistance. 

We  have  made  some  estimate  of  the  cost  of  this  proposed  new  relo¬ 
cation  assistance  program.  Based  on  the  limits  of  payments  set  by 
the  bill,  its  cost  derived  from  data  provided  by  the  States  themselves, 
would  be  approximately  $75  million  from  the  highway  trust  fund 
to  the  end  of  the  program  in  1972.  Considering  the  importance  of 
achieving  the  objectives  I  have  discussed.  I  do  not  believe  the  cost  to 
be  unreasonable  nor  of  such  magnitude  that  the  program  cannot 
accommodate  it. 

The  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency  has  advised  us  that  under 
the  urban  renewal  program  an  average  relocation  payment  of  about 
$65  is  paid  to  families  and  about  $1,150  to  businesses.  If  these 
amounts,  instead  of  the  authorized  maximums,  are  experienced,  the 
actual  cost  would  then  be  about  one-thircl  of  the  above  amount. 

Now  I  want  to  skip  one  page  over  to  the  middle  of  page  11. 

Another  of  the  President’s  recommendations  relates  directly  to 
highway  projects  in  metropolitan  areas. 

A  major  objective  of  national  transportation  policy  in  the  use  of 
Federal  assistance  programs  is  to  encourage  and  facilitate  the  devel¬ 
opment  by  States  and  local  communities  of  balanced  transportation 
systems  consistent  with  long-range  comprehensive  development  plans. 
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To  effect  this  objective  expeditiously,  we  believe  that  the  recom¬ 
mended  modification  of  the  basic  Federal-aid  highway  legislation,  as 
contained  in  section  7  of  S.  3136  is  highly  desirable.  The  Secretary 
of  Commerce  would  be  granted  authority  to  cooperate  with  the  States 
in  the  development  of  long-range  highway  plans  and  programs  for 
metropolitan  areas  which  would  form  integral  parts  of  a  total  trans¬ 
portation  system  for  those  areas. 

This  section  would  require,  as  a  condition  to  the  approval  of  a  high¬ 
way  program  involving  a  metropolitan  area,  that  State  and  local 
agencies  undertake  transportation  planning  on  a  continuing  basis. 
By  encouraging  balanced  transportation  planning,  we  believe  that  the 
quality  of  general  metropolitan  planning  would  be  improved. 

Now  we  will  skip  to  the  middle  of  page  13,  please,  sir. 

The  President  has  referred  in  his  transportation  message  to  another 
important  phase  of  coordinated  transportation  planning  for  metro¬ 
politan  areas  through  the  use  of  funds  made  available  under  both 
Federal  highway  and  housing  legislation.  He  has  recommended — 

that  the  Federal-aid  highway  law  be  amended  to  increase  the  percentage  of 
Federal  funds  available  to  the  States  for  research  and  planning. 

Provisions  of  existing  law  regarding  the  use  of  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way  fluids  apportioned  to  the  States  for  planning  and  research  pur¬ 
poses  would  be  revised  significantly  under  section  8  of  S.  3136.  Gen¬ 
erally,  the  amount  of  such  funds  for  highway  research  would  be 
increased,  all  highway  planning  and  research  funds  would  be  matched 
by  the  States,  and,  if  not  so  used,  would  lapse. 

At  present,  under  section  307  (c)  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  not 
to  exceed  iy2  percent  of  all  Federal-aid  funds  apportioned  to  the 
States  for  any  fiscal  year  may  be  used  upon  the  request  of  the  State 
highway  department,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  for  certain  highway  planning  and  research  projects. 

Although  it  has  been  the  policy  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  to 
encourage  the  States  to  match  such  funds,  the  law  now  provides  that 
such  funds  are  available  with  or  without  State  matching  funds. 

We  believe  that  the  language  defining  the  scope  of  highway  research 
and  planning  projects  which  may  be  undertaken  pursuant  to  section 
307  (c)  is  sufficiently  flexible  to  cover  any  reasonably  foreseeable  high¬ 
way  planning  or  research  project  needed  in  connection  with  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  highway  program.  However,  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
and  the  Department  of  Commerce  have  had  under  consideration  for 
some  time  the  need  for  expanding  the  dollar  volume  of  highway 
research  activities  undertaken  by  or  through  the  State  highway 
departments,  with  the  aid  of  Federal  funds. 

In  order  to  stimulate  additional  highway  research  activities  in  the 
Federal-State  cooperative  area?  an  additional  one-lialf  of  1  percent 
would  be  made  available  for  highway  research  purposes  from  funds 
apportioned  to  the  States  for  the  ABC*  program. 

Interstate  funds  would  be  involved  only  with  respect  to  the  iy2 
percent  allocation  but  not  the  additional  one-half  of  1  percent. 

This  additional  one-half  of  1  percent,  together  with  State  match¬ 
ing  funds,  woidd  amount  to  almost  $10  million  annually.  This  sum 
would  be  in  addition  to  the  present  1  y2  percent  which  is  currently  being 
used  for  both  highway  planning  and  highway  research. 

Senator  Kerr.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  interrupt  to  ask  a  question  ? 
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Senator  McNamara.  Yes,  Senator  Kerr,  you  go  right  ahead. 

Senator  Kerr.  You  say  on  page  14  that,  although  it  has  been  the 
policy  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  to  encourage  the  States  to 
match  such  funds,  the  law  now  provides  that  such  funds  are  avail¬ 
able  with  or  without  State  matching  funds. 

You  mean  that  is  the  present  law?  not  the  law  within  the  bill? 

Mr.  Whitton.  That  is  correct,  sir,  not  the  one  recommended  in 
this  bill. 

Senator  Kerr.  When  was  that  change  made  ? 

Mr.  Whitton.  The  present  law  ? 

Senator  Kerr.  When  was  the  law  passed  that  made  such  fund3 
available  with  or  without  State  matching  funds? 

Mr.  Whitton.  In  1944. 

Senator  Kerr.  The  reason  I  asked  the  question,  you  said — 

Although  it  has  been  the  policy  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  to  encourage  the 
States  to  match  such  funds,  the  law  now  provides  *  *  * — 

which  indicates  to  me  that  maybe  that  was  an  innovation. 

Mr.  Whitton.  No,  I  think  the  law  now  provides  that  the  funds 
are  available  with  or  without  the  State  matching,  but  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  has  been  trying  to  get  the  States  to  match  it  to  get  more 
money  for  research.  This  bill  would  require  the  States  to  match  it. 

Senator  Kerr.  You  are  also  recommending  that  the  present  law, 
which  makes  it  optional  with  the  States,  to  amend  it  so  that  it  would 
be  optional  with  the  Secretary,  is  that  correct  ? 

Mr.  Whitton.  That’s  right. 

Senator  Iverr.  All  right. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Now,  I  would  like  to  skip  to  the  middle  of  page  17, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

One  of  the  most  important  differences  in  the  two  bills,  S.  3136  and 
H.R.  12135,  is  found  in  section  3  relating  to  assistance  for  families 
and  businesses  displaced  as  a  result  of  Federal-aid  highway  con¬ 
struction. 

Under  H.R.  12135,  a  State  highway  department  would  be  required 
only  to  give  satisfactory  assurance  that  relocation  advisory  assistance 
shall  be  provided  for  the  relocation  of  families  displaced 
by  Federal-aid  highway  construction  prior  to  the  approval  by  the 
Secretary  of  the  project.  This  is  a  substantial  weakening  of  the  ad¬ 
ministration  bill,  S.  3136,  which  would  require  assurances  by  the  State 
highway  department  of  feasible  relocation  methods  and  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  suitable  dwellings  meeting  specified  standards. 

The  language  of  S.  3136  on  this  point  is  similar  to  that  of  the  statute 
now  in  effect  with  respect  to  the  urban  renewal  program.  The  Presi¬ 
dent  clearly  recommended  that  assistance  and  requirements  similar 
to  those  now  applicable  to  the  urban  renewal  program  be  enacted 
both  for  the  Federal-aid  highway  program  and  for  the  proposed  new 
urban  mass  transportation  program. 

It  is  only  reasonable  that  such  federally  assisted  programs  be  on  a 
closely  comparable,  if  not  identical,  basis;  since  they  will  often  be  ad¬ 
ministered  together  by  one  agency,  particularly  in  large  cities,  the 
provision  for  which  is  in  the  bill. 

A  person  affected  by  one  program  should  surely  be  accorded  the 
same  assistance  and  consideration  as  his  friend  or  neighbor  affected 
by  another  such  public  program.  In  addition  to  providing  substan- 


58 


FEDERAL- AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1962 


tial  equality  of  treatment  for  those  so  affected,  section  3  of  the  admin¬ 
istration  bill  can  reasonably  be  expected,  after  a  period  of  adjustment, 
to  expedite  the  progress  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  programs  in 
urban  areas.  Some  delays  on  individual  Federal-aid  projects  in  these 
areas  have  resulted  from  the  social  circumstances  which  necessarily 
surround  proposed  large-scale  dislocations  of  people,  as  in  the  case 
of  the  east  leg  of  the  inner  loop  here  in  Washington.  An  orderly  relo¬ 
cation  program,  as  proposed  in  S.  3136,  far  from  being  a  sole  cause 
of  delay  and  stoppage,  may  well  operate  to  diminish  such  delay  and 
stoppage  by  alleviating  the  adverse  social  circumstances  which  pro¬ 
duce  them.  We  feel  that  whatever  difficulties  that  may  initially  exist 
can  be  worked  out  satisfactorily,  and  that  in  the  long  run  the  highway 
program  will  be  carried  forward  without  the  hardship  to  families 
that,  otherwise  may  have  occurred. 

With  respect  to  the  relocation  payments  themselves,  each  of  the 
bills  would  provide  the  same  amount,  $200,  as  a  maximum  limit  on 
payments  to  an  individual  or  a  family.  For  business  concerns  or 
nonprofit  organizations,  the  limit  under  H.R.  12135  would  be  $3,000, 
while  under  S.  3136,  the  $3,000  limit  could  be  exceeded,  based  on  total 
certified  actual  moving  expenses. 

In  summary  on  this  subject,  we  recommend  that  the  Congress  enact, 
relocation  assistance  legislation  based  on  S.  3136,  rather  than  on 
II.R.  12135.  We  believe  it  to  be  in  the  interest  of  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  that  all  persons  required  to  move  because  of  federally  as¬ 
sisted  programs  be  accorded  equitable  attention  and  benefit. 

Now  I  would  like  to  skip  some  more  pages,  please,  Mr.  Chairman, 
and  go  to  the  top  of  page  25,  the  first  full  paragraph. 

Also  pending  before  this  committee  at  the  present  time  are  three 
bills,  S.  2529,  introduced  by  Senator  Holland,  S.  2907  and  S.  3590, 
introduced  by  Senator  Chavez.  These  bills  would  authorize  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  completion  of  the  Inter- American  Highway,  and  for 
the  completion  of  the  Rama  Road  in  Nicaragua. 

S.  2907  would  authorize  the  sum  of  $850,000  to  be  appropriated  to 
the  Department  of  State  for  the  Rama  Road,  with  the  survey  and 
construction  work  to  be  performed  under  the  general  supervision  of 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  acting  through  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads. 

The  Project  Statement  and  Memorandum  of  Understanding  for 
the  Rama  Road,  entered  into  between  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
and  the  Government  of  Nicaragua,  to  execute  the  terms  of  the  gov¬ 
erning  legislation,  provides  for  the  construction  of  a  road  between 
San  Benito  and  Rama  to  mutually  acceptable  standards.  While  the 
United  States  is  obligated  to  bear  the  entire  cost  of  construction 
under  this  agreement,  Nicaragua  has  nonetheless  expended  approxi¬ 
mately  $4.8  million  on  this  project. 

The  authorizations  available  to  date  are  expected  to  be  sufficient  to 
complete  the  road  up  to  the  Siquia  River,  including  a  bridge  over  that 
river,  leaving  a  final  5  miles  of  highway  to  Rama  remaining  to  be 
built.  The  general  increasing  trend  in  prices  and  the  more  difficult 
construction  problems  encountered  in  the  dense  rain  forests  toward 
the  Atlantic  coast  of  Nicaragua  have  both  contributed  to  exceeding 
the  basic  estimate  for  completion  made  several  years  ago,  which  then 
covered  some  19  miles  and  6  bridges.  It  is  now  estimated  that  an 
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additional  authorization  and  appropriation  of  $850,000  will  be  needed 
to  complete  the  road  in  accordance  with  the  agreement  with  Nicaragua. 

This  is  the  amount  provided  for  in  the  budget  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1963. 

We  believe  that  this  authorization  will  permit  completion  of,  and 
realization  of  the  full  value  of  our  $14.5  million  investment  in  this 
important  155-mile  road  linking  the  Inter -American  Highway  and  the 
east  coast  river  river  port  of  Rama  in  Nicaragua. 

S.  2529  would  authorize  the  additional  sum  of  $28  million  for  the 
purpose  of  completing  the  construction  of  the  Inter- American  High¬ 
way.  Such  sum  would  be  expended  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  section  212  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  which  provides  among 
other  things  for  continuing  cooperation  between  the  United  States 
and  the  countries  concerned  in  the  survey  and  construction  of  this 
important  highway,  and  for  agreements  relating  to  its  maintenance 
and  use. 

S.  3590  also  makes  authorizations  for  the  purpose,  but  in  the  in¬ 
creased  amount  of  $32  million  and  upon  the  condition  that  the  authori¬ 
zation  shall  not  be  obligated  until  an  adequate  provision  for  main¬ 
tenance  is  achieved. 

Since  1930  the  United  States,  acting  through  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads,  has  been  assisting  the  Central  American  Republics  and  Pan¬ 
ama  in  the  construction  of  the  Inter-American  Highway,  which  ex¬ 
tends  3,142  miles  from  Laredo,  Tex.,  to  Panama  City.  The  1,587  mile 
section  in  Mexico  was  completed  entirely  by  the  Mexican  Government. 
Additional  sections  in  each  of  the  other  countries  have  been  completed 
by  those  countries;  however,  large  sections  have  been  undertaken 
with  the  assistance  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads. 

This  work  has  been  done  under  the  provisions  of  section  212  of 
title  23,  United  States  Code,  whereby  two-thirds  of  the  cost  is  financed 
by  the  United  States  on  a  matching  basis  with  the  cooperating 
countries. 

Senator  McNamara.  Will  you  hesitate  a  moment?  Senator  Ran¬ 
dolph  advises  me  he  has  to  leave  and  he  would  like  to  ask  a  question. 

Without  objection,  may  we  do  that?  There  being  no  objection, 
you  may  do  that. 

Senator  Randolph.  My  presence  is  required  at  other  committee 
meetings  and  I  should  be  there  not  more  than  20  or  25  minutes  before 
returning  to  this  important  hearing. 

In  your  testimony  you  call  particular  attention  to  the  difference 
in  relocation  payments  as  contained  in  H.R.  12135  and  S.  3136.  You 
indicate  that  they  are  similar  in  relocation  of  an  individual  or  a 
family.  But  when  you  discuss  a  business  concern  or  nonprofit  or¬ 
ganization,  you  speak  of  the  House  bill  with  the  $3,000  limitation 
and  of  the  Senate  proposal  allowing  for  the  total  certified  actual 
moving  costs. 

Now,  why  would  you  ask  in  the  one  instance  for  a  total  certified 
moving  expense  when  discussing  a  business  concern  or  nonprofit 
organization,  and  you  would  not  give  this  flexibility,  the  actual  moving 
costs,  to  an  individual  or  a  family  ? 

Mr.  Wiiitton.  Well,  I  think  there  is  a  greater  variation  in  the 
possibility  of  costs  to  a  family  than  there  would  be  to  a  business 
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concern.  A  greater  variation  to  a  business  concern  than  there  would 
be  to  a  family  is  a  possibility. 

Senator  Randolph.  Isn't  the  moving  of  a  family  sometimes  more 
real  to  the  members  of  that  family  than,  frankly,  the  moving  of  a 
business? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Well,  I  think - 

Senator  Randolph.  I  think  the  roots  of  a  family  can  be  deeper 
than  the  roots  of  a  business,  and  I  make  no  attempt  to  draw  a  line. 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  don’t  believe  I  would  argue  that  point,  Senator. 

Senator  Randolph.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  this  is  a  matter  we 
might  consider  during  the  executive  session  on  this  subject  matter. 

The  Chairman.  Yes. 

Senator  Randolph.  I  feel  that  if  this  one  category  allows  for  total 
certified  moving  expenses,  and  if  we  are  to  adopt  that  theory  in  the 
one  category,  we  certainly  should  adopt  it  in  the  other. 

I  bring  this  to  the  attention  of  the  members  of  the  subcommittee 
because  it  seems  to  me  there  is  inequity. 

I  believe,  Mr.  Whitton,  it  would  be  appropriate  at  this  time  for 
you  to  indicate  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  position  in  reference 
"to  the  action  or  contemplated  action  on  the  elimination  or  the  delay 
of  three  important  highway  projects  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 

Doubtless,  you  are  familiar  with  the  controversy.  I  would  like  to 
hear  what  you  have  to  say  about  it  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Well,  we  certainly  regret  the  delay.  But  at  some 
time  we  would  like  to  see  something  worked  out  so  that,  the  people 
affected  by  those  projects  could  be  moved  to  adequate  places. 

Senator  Randolph.  Are  you  familiar  with  the  editorial  of  the 
Washington  Star  of  last  evening? 

Mr.  Whitton.  No,  I  did  not  read  it.  I  heard  it  discussed  this 
morning;  I  am  sorry  1  didn’t  read  it. 

Senator  Kerr.  If  the  Senator  will  permit  an  interruption,  I  might 
say  that  the  witness  is  in  the  same  informed  condition  on  that  matter 
as  is  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma. 

If  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  could  enlighten  both  of  us, 
it  might  satisfy  our  curiosity  as  well  as  make  a  contribution. 

Senator  Randolph.  The  Senator  from  West  Virginia  of  course 
realizes  the  limitation  on  his  ability  to  enlighten  anyone. 

Senator  Kerr.  No,  no.  If  you  read  the  editorial,  there  would  be 
no  question  of  your  ability  to  enlighten  us. 

Senator  Randolph.  I  read  the  editorial.  It  relates  to  the  delay 
of  three  important  District  highway  projects.  The  editor  wrote  that 
although  we  are  awaiting  the  so-called  mass  transportation  report  in 
November,  he  questioned  the  delay  of  necessary  planning  and  con¬ 
struction  of  highways  that  are  vital  to  the  movement  of  traffic  here  in 
the  Nation’s  Capital,  movement  not  only  of  the  people  that  live  in  the 
area,  but  of  the  tourists  and  of  the  increasing  numbers  of  trucks  com¬ 
ing  into  this  area. 

In  other  words,  Mr.  Whitton,  the  program  is  being  cut  in  the  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Columbia  but  it  is  not  being  cut  in  other  States.  Is  that  cor¬ 
rect  ? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Well,  the  program  is  being  delayed,  let  me  say  it 
that  way.  The  money  is  available,  and  I  certainly  would  like  to  see 
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them  go  ahead  with  it.  The  program  is  being  delayed,  and  cut,  if  you 
want  to  call  it  cut. 

Senator  Randolph.  Well,  there  is  a  serious  attempt  to  cut  it,  isn't 
there  ? 

Mr.  Whitton.  There  is  a  serious  attempt  to  delay  it  and  it  would 
appear  to  me - 

Senator  Randolph.  Eliminate  it  ? 

Mr.  Wiiitton.  Portions  of  it. 

Senator  Kerr.  You  have  objections  to  it,  but  not  to  eliminate  it. 

Mr.  V  Tiitton.  Well,  I  don’t  think  anybody  ever  built  any  road 
in  any  city  in  the  United  States  where  there  were  no  objections  to  it. 
We  are  here  and  we  hear  them,  and  some  sound  louder  than  others. 
There  are  objections  to  the  inner  loop  and  they  are  being  heard,  they 
are  talking  and  you  hear  them. 

Senator  Kerr.  Isn’t  that  an  area  that  has  some  very  considerable 
historic  significance  in  addition  to  the  actual  economic  values  of  the 
property  ? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes,  I  think  so ;  yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kerr.  I  mean,  isn’t  a  great  part  of  that  effort  being  made 
by  people  who  feel  that  additional  consideration  should  be  given  to 
providing  the  transportation  artery  at  a  place  where  doing  so  would 
not  cause  as  much  damage  to  buildings  and  environments  of  what  is 
regarded  to  be  of  great  historical  significance? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kerr.  Now,  I  think  we  have  probably  one  of  the  most  ef¬ 
ficient  departments  of  Government  represented  in  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads,  and  certainly  their  job  is  to  get  with  the  business  and 
do  it  as  economically  as  possible  and  as  efficiently  as  possible. 

As  far  as  I  know,  there  is  nothing  in  the  law  that  charges  them 
with  the  responsibility  in  connection  with  the  preservation  of  historic 
environments.  But  I  can  well  understand  how  people  with  those 
concepts  might  feel  a  great  urge  to  impress  upon  the  ones  making  the 
decisions,  that,  decisions  should  not  be  made  that  would  hold  too 
lightly  or  disregard  the  effects  of  the  proposed  arteries  on  these  areas 
in  the  Nation’s  Capital. 

And  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia  was  talking  about  getting  it 
fixed  so  tourists  would  be  accommodated.  That  reminds  me  a  little 
bit  of  the  story  that  O’Henry  told  about  the  girl  with  the  beautiful 
hair  marrying  a  man  with  a  magnificent  watch  that  had  been  given 
to  him  by  his  father,  it  being  an  heirloom  in  his  family.  His  greatest 
desire  was  for  a  chain  for  the  watch  and  her  greatest  desire  was  for 
a  set  of  beautiful  combs  for  her  hair. 

And  so  Christmastime  came  and  lie  had  provided  her  with  the  set 
of  beautiful  combs  and  he  came  home  and  was  about  to  present  them 
to  her;  and  she  had  secured  a  beautiful  chain  for  his  watch  and  had 
brought  it  home  to  give  it  to  him  for  Christmas.  But  it  turned  out 
that  she  had  sold  her  hair  to  get  the  money  with  which  to  buy  the 
chain  for  the  watch,  and  he  had  sold  the  watch  with  which  to  get  the 
money  to  buy  the  combs  for  her  hair. 

Now,  if  we  eliminate  part  of  the  attraction  that  brings  tourists  here 
in  order  to  expedite  their  ability  to  see  what  was  here,  isn’t  it  pos¬ 
sible  that  we  are  working  at  cross  purposes  ? 

Would  the  Administrator  care  to  make  a  comment  on  that? 
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Mr.  Whitton.  Senator,  we  certainly  appreciate  your  confidence  in 
the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads.  We  could  use  some  of  that. 

We  also  want  you  to  know  that  we  are  making  studies  to  the  end 
that  we  will  try  to  do  the  job  the  way  it  ought  to  be  done. 

Senator  McNamara.  1  might  comment  from  the  way  you  fellows 
are  trying  to  dip  into  the  highway  trust  fund.  It  looks  to  me  like 
there  really  is  a  Santa  Claus.  I  think  the  Christmas  story  is  apropos. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Thank  you,  Senator.  To  continue,  as  of  June  30, 
1962,  approximately  $470,000  of  construition  funds  from  prior  appro¬ 
priations  remained  unobligated,  and  it  is  anticipated  that  this  amount 
will  be  fully  utilized  during  this  fiscal  year.  With  the  expenditure  of 
these  remaning  funds,  the  highway  will  be  opened  to  an  all-weather 
standard  throughout  its  entire  length,  but  will  require  additional  grad¬ 
ing,  drainage,  and  paving  projects  to  bring  it  up  to  the  proposed 
standard. 

The  construction  work  to  be  done  includes  paving  in  Guatemala, 
Nicaragua,  Costa  Rica,  and  Panama;  widening  of  the  substandard 
sections,  and  heavy  retaining  wall  and  revetment  work  through  the 
unstable  mountainous  terrain  of  Guatemala  and  Costa  Rica  :  and  com¬ 
pletion  of  the  grading,  drainage,  base,  bridges,  and  paving  of  the  Gua- 
bala-Sanitago  cutoff  in  Panama.  After  the  conclusion  of  this  work, 
the  responsibility  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  for  completing  the 
construction  of  the  Inter- American  Highway  will  be  terminated. 

It  is  estimated  that  $32  million,  as  provided  by  S.  3590,  will  be 
needed  to  finance  the  U.S.  share  of  the  cost  of  completing  the  Inter- 
American  Highway,  conditioned  on  assurance  of  adequate  mainte¬ 
nance,  while  the  amount  authorized  by  S.  2529  is  $28  million. 

Senator  Ciiavez.  Just  a  moment  on  that  score,  please. 

Senator  McNamara.  Senator  Chavez? 

Senator  Chavez.  The  Ambassador  to  Guatemala  was  in  my  office 
about  a  week  ago  on  this  program.  Guatemala  has  the  $3  million, 
and  they  are  willing  to  use  it  now  to  pay  for  their  part  of  the  road. 

But  it  is  necessary  for  Uncle  Sam  to  provide  his  share. 

Mr.  W i  ii'iton.  That’s  right,  Senator. 

Senator  Chavez.  And  that  is  what  this  bill  does. 

Mr.  Whitton.  It  does  that  and  the  other  needed  work,  too. 

May  I  say,  Senator,  that  the  Ambassador  of  Guatemala  has  called 
me  several  times  about  wanting  to  get  his  $3  million  to  work  and  want¬ 
ing  us  to  put  up  our  six. 

Some  of  the  largest  increases  in  the  cost  of  completing  the  highway 
have  been  due  to  inadequacy  or  lack  of  maintenance  in  many  of  the 
countries  affected.  Therefore,  we  believe  it  is  in  the  best  interest  of 
the  United  States  to  participate  in  maintenance  of  the  highway  during 
the  first  5  years,  both  in  initial  financial  help  and  in  providing  expert 
technical  assistance  where  needed,  in  order  to  protect  our  large  in¬ 
vestment. 

As  a  practical  matter,  a  majority  of  the  countries  concerned  have 
been  unable  to  maintain  the  completed  portions  of  the  highway,  de¬ 
spite  the  existence  of  agreements  providing  for  full  maintenance  by 
the  countries  concerned. 

Participation  to  assure  adequate  maintenance  can  best  be  ac¬ 
complished  by  the  establishment  of  an  Inter- American  Highway  Au¬ 
thority,  as  proposed  in  the  June  1960  report  of  the  International  Road 
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Federation,  made  at  the  specific  request  of  the  Public  Works  Ministers 
of  the  Central  American  Republics  and  Panama.  The  Highway 
Authority  membership  would  include  the  United  States  and  the  Re¬ 
publics  of  Guatemala,  El  Salvador,  Nicaragua,  Honduras,  Costa  Rica, 
and  Panama.  The  United  States  would  contribute  50  percent  of  the 
cost  of  operating  this  Authority  for  the  first  5  years,  with  the  remain¬ 
ing  50  percent  to  be  borne  by  each  of  the  Central  American  Re¬ 
publics  in  proportion  to  its  share  of  the  highway  mileage. 

It  is  anticipated  that  such  assistance  will  result  in  a  fully  stabilized 
highway  with  increasing  traffic,  economy,  and  tax  revenues  for  the 
republics,  which  will  assure  their  assumption  of  the  maintenance 
responsibility  guaranteed  by  original  agreements.  The  U.S.  share 
of  maintenance  costs  under  such  an  arrangement  could  be  financed 
through  foreign-aid  funds. 

While  the  amount  to  be  authorized  by  S.  2529,  $28  million,  would 
permit  continuation  of  needed  construction  of  the  Inter- American 
Highway,  it  would  not  be  sufficient  to  complete  the  highway  to  the 
necessary  degree.  We  recommend,  therefore,  that  the  amount  of 
$32  million  be  substituted  in  S.  2529  for  the  amount  of  $28  million  in 
order  that  sufficient  funds  will  be  available  to  complete  the  needed 
construction. 

Senator  Ciiavez.  Now  there,  Mr.  Witness,  another  of  your  state¬ 
ments.  That  is  really  an  Alliance  for  Progress.  The  kinds  of  cars 
that  would  roll  on  that  road  come  from  South  Bend,  Detroit,  and 
Toledo,  and  the  road  would  carry  groceries  and  commercial  goods 
from  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Wiiitton.  You  are  doing  better  than  I  am,  Senator. 

Since  the  amount  of  $32  million  is  predicated  on  there  being  posi¬ 
tive  assurance  of  adequate  maintenance,  we  also  recommend  that 
S.  2529  be  amended  to  provide  that  the  $32  million  authorization  for 
completion  of  the  highway  shall  not  be  obligated  until  some  adequate 
provision  for  maintenance  is  achieved. 

If  S.  3590  is  enacted,  or  if  S.  2529  is  amended  in  accordance  with 
our  recommendations,  and  necessary  maintenance  arrangements  are 
achieved,  we  feel  that  this  essential  international  highway  system  can 
be  completed  under  circumstances  which  will,  in  the  long  run,  be 
mutually  advantageous  to  the  United  States  and  to  all  the  partici¬ 
pating  countries. 

I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  discuss  these  pending  bills  with 
you  and  would  also  like  to  submit  to  the  subcommittee  material  for  the 
record,  including  charts  and  tables  on  the  status  and  progress  of  the 
Federal-aid  highway  program,  which  is  a  part  of  this  statement,  sir. 

Senator  McNamara.  Without  objection,  the  material  mentioned  will 
be  included  in  the  record  with  your  statement. 

Are  there  any  comments  ?  Senator  Kerr. 

Senator  Iverr.  Under  H.R.  12135,  and  the  corresponding  S.  3136, 
what  provisions  are  there,  Mr.  Whitton,  if  any,  to  take  money  out  of 
the  Highway  Trust  Fund  for  use  not  now  authorized  ? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Only  for  the  payment  of  moving  of  those  homes, 
people  and  families,  and  business. 

Senator  Kerr.  Is  there  any  other? 

Mr.  M  Tiitton.  No,  not  to  my  knowledge ;  no,  sir. 
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Senator  McNamara.  Your  language  here,  at  some  point,  indicates 
that  there  are  other  things.  I  don't  know  what  you  meant  by  that. 
You  go  right  ahead.  Senator,  and  I  will  find  this  language  that  was 
bothering  me. 

Senator  Kerr.  Are  the  figures  in  S.  3136,  with  reference  to  other 
items,  the  A-B-C  and  Interstate,  the  same  in  S.  3136  and  H.R.  12135  ? 

Mr.  Whitton.  You  mean  on  the  removal  cost  ? 

Senator  Kerr.  No,  forest  highways  and - 

Mr.  Wiiitton.  They  are  the  same,  I  believe,  Senator. 

Senator  Kerr.  Did  you  outline,  in  your  statement,  the  difference 
in  the  authorizations  proposed  in  H.R.  12135  for  the  various  items  from 
what  they  are  in  the  current  fiscal  year  of  1962  ? 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  don’t  believe  I  did,  sir. 

Senator  Kerr.  Can  you  give  those  to  me?  The  present  forest  high¬ 
ways,  under  H.R.  12135,  is  $33  million. 

Mr.  Whitton.  That  is  the  same. 

Senator  Kerr.  The  same  ? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kerr.  Forest  development  roads  and  trails,  an  additional 
$10  million  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963.  What  is  the 
current  authorization  for  1963  ? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Pardon  me  just  a  moment,  Senator. 

Senator  McNamara.  While  he  is  looking  that  up,  section  7  of  the 
House  bill,  authorizing  transportation  planning  in  certain  urban 
areas,  would  also  be  a  drain  on  the  fund,  would  it  not  ? 

Senator  Kerr.  What  page? 

Senator  McNamara.  Page  7. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Forest  development,  roads,  and  trails,  are  $35  million 
for  1962  and  $40  million  for  fiscal  year  1963.  This  is  $10  million, 
additionally,  for  1963. 

Senator  Kerr.  They  were  $40  million  for  1963  and  this  would  make 
it  50.  So  there  would  be  a  10  million  for  $1963  and  then  a  30-million 
increase  for - 

Mr.  Whitton.  Ten  more  for  30  million,  yes. 

Senator  Kerr.  If  it  goes  from  40  to  70,  that  is  a  30-million  increase. 

Mr.  Wiiitton.  That’s  right. 

Senator  Kerr.  And  then  for  1965  it  would  go  from  40  to  85.  That 
is  more  than  100-percent  increase. 

Mr.  Wiiitton.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kerr.  Does  your  statement  contain  a  justification  for  that 
recommendation  ? 

Mr.  Wiiitton.  That  is  done  by  the  other  departments,  Senator 
Kerr. 

Senator  Kerr.  I  didn’t  understand  you. 

Mr.  Whitton.  That  recommendation  is  made  by  other  departments. 

Senator  Kerr.  You  have  no  recommendation  for  that? 

Mr.  Wiiitton.  We  have  only  presented  their  recommendations. 
They  will  support  them. 

Senator  Kerr.  Of  course,  they  will  give  us  the  formula  for  the  allo¬ 
cation  of  that  money  as  between  the  States  receiving  it. 

Mr.  Whitton.  They  are  here,  as  I  understand  it,  to  support  that. 

Senator  Kerr.  You  do  not  refer  to  it  ? 

Mr.  Whitton.  No,  sir. 
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Senator  Kerr.  Now,  the  public  lands  development  roads,  they  are 
under  your  department,  aren’t  they  ? 

Mr.  W  HiTTON.  Yes,  sir 

Senator  Kerr.  5  ou  see,  you  have  $2  million  for  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1964.  What  was  it  for  1963? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Three  million.  That  is  a  new  category,  there  wasn’t 
any  public  land  development  road  authorization  for  fiscal  year  1963. 

Senator  Kerr.  Oh,  public  land  highways  is  what  comes  under  you, 
that’s  on  page  3,  line  9  ? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes.  That  provides  3  million  for  1964  and  3  mil¬ 
lion  for  1965. 

The  same  as  it  was  for  last  year. 

Senator  Kerr.  The  same  as  it  was  for  1963  ? 

Mr.  Wiiitton.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kerr.  Line  21,  22,  and  23  on  page  2,  are  a  new  section  re¬ 
quirement? 

Mr.  Wiiitton.  Yes. 

Senator  Kerr.  Who  would  spend  that  money  ? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Mr.  Turner  says  the  House  bill  handles  it  exactly 
like  the  forest  roads  and  trails. 

Senator  Kerr.  How  is  that  ? 

Mr.  Whitton.  We  think  it  would  eventually  be  constructed  by  us. 

Senator  Chavez.  But  it  would  be  handled  by  the  Department  of 
the  Interior,  would  it  not  ? 

Mr.  Whitton.  That’s  right. 

Senator  Chavez.  In  public  lands. 

Senator  Kerr.  What  I  am  trying  to  figure  out,  if  that  isn’t  money 
for  the  identical  purpose  available  under  one  or  the  other  designa¬ 
tions  in  the  bill. 

Senator  IMetcalf.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  is  a  new  section  in  this  bill, 
isn't  there,  provided  for  the  public  lands,  section  4  on  page  5. 

Senator  Kerr.  I  understand  it  is  a  new  section,  but  is  it  a  new 
purpose? 

Senator  Metcalf.  It  is  a  new  purpose. 

Senator  Kerr.  What  is  the  difference,  for  park  roads  and  trails? 

Senator  Metcalf.  I  could  tell  you  what  would  happen  in  certain 
areas,  where  we  would  have  a  situation  to  allocate  forest  roads  and 
trails  funds  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  you  would  give  the 
construction  of  the  roads  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  who  would 
be  doing  the  same  sort  of  thing  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  is 
doing  in  some  of  the  national  forests. 

Senator  Kerr.  Park  roads  and  trails.  Who  spends  that  money? 

Mr.  Wiiitton.  The  National  Park  Service. 

Senator  Kerr.  Is  that  the  Department  of  Interior  ? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Metcalf.  They  cannot  spend  it  for  the  millions  of  acres 
of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  lands. 

Senator  Kerr.  Forest  highways,  who  spends  that  money,  section  2? 
$33  million  a  year. 

Mr.  Wiiitton.  The  work  is  done  by  us,  Senator. 

Senator  Kerr.  I  know,  but  what  department  designates  where  it  is 
spent  ? 
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Mr.  Whittox.  The  program  is  administered  in  accordance  with 
regulations  jointly  approved  by  Agriculture  and  Commerce. 

Senator  Kerr.  Is  that  Agriculture  or  Interior  ? 

Mr.  Whittox.  Agriculture,  Senator. 

Mr.  Kerr.  Now,  forest  development  roads. 

Mr.  Whittox.  That  is  Forest  Service,  Agriculture. 

Senator  Kerr.  That  is  Agriculture.  Public  land  development 
roads  in  section  3  would  be  Interior  ? 

Mr.  Whittox.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kerr.  Now,  park  roads  and  trails  ? 

Mr.  Whittox.  Interior. 

Senator  Kerr.  This  provides  $22  million  for  fiscal  1934,  and  $25  mil¬ 
lion  for  fiscal  1965.  How  much  was  there  for  fiscal  1963  ? 

Mr.  Whittox.  We  think  it  is  $18  million  but  we  will  check. 

Senator  Kerr.  I  do  too. 

Mr.  Whittox.  $18  million. 

Senator  Kerr.  Then  there  is  an  increase  there  for  fiscal  1964  of  $4 
million,  and  fiscal  1965  of  $7  million  for  Interior  that  has  jurisdiction 
of  those  lands;  in  addition  to  the  new  section  4  providing  $2  million 
for  1964  and  $4  million  for  1965. 

Mr.  Whittox.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kerr.  Now,  parkways;  who  spends  that?  Is  that  Interior? 

Mr.  Whittox.  We  do  the  work  for  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

Senator  Kerr.  That  is  Interior  ? 

Mr.  W  HiTTOx.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kerr.  Now,  what  ivas  that  authorization  for  fiscal  1962 
and  1963? 

Mr.  Whittox.  $16  million  for  each  year. 

Senator  Kerr.  The  same? 

Mr.  Whittox.  The  same. 

Senator  Kerr.  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges.  Who  spends 
that  ? 

Mr.  Whittox.  The  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  Department  of  the 
Interior.  We  approve  the  location  and  plans  and  supervise  the  con¬ 
struction. 

Senator  Kerr.  Mr.  Whitton,  do  you  do  the  work  and  they  pay  you 
for  it.  But  who  does  that  ? 

Senator  Chavez.  Interior. 

Mr.  Whittox.  Interior. 

Senator  Kerr.  Interior.  IIow  much  was  that  for  fiscal  year  1962 
and  1963? 

Mr.  Whittox.  $12  mill  ion  for  each  year. 

Senator  Kerr.  So  that  category  has  a  331/3 -percent  increase,  or  $4 
million  for  1964  and  $6  million  for  1965. 

Mr.  Whittox.  Yes,  sir. 

Seantor  Kerr.  So  that  in  one,  two,  three  categories,  Interior  already 
has  $4  million  for  each  of  two  items  for  1964,  and  $7  million  in  one  and 
$6  million  in  another  for  fiscal  year  1965;  in  addition  section  4  of  $2 
million  one  year  and  $4  million  in  another  year;  which  is  an  entirely 
new  section. 

Mr.  Whittox.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kerr.  And  Agriculture  has  an  increase  of  $30  million  for 
1964  above  $40  million  for  1963  under  present  law,  and  an  increase  of 
$45  million  for  1965  over  fiscal  year  1964. 
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Now,  only  one  of  these  items  is  handled  entirely  under  “U.S.  Public 
land  highways,”  isn’t  it  ? 

Mr.  Wiiitton.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kerr.  And  I  see  that  the  recommendation  there  is  the 
same. 

Mr.  Wiiitton.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kerr.  I  don’t  know  whether  to  overcommend  or  overcriti¬ 
cize  you,  Interior,  and  Agriculture. 

Are  you  familiar  with  the  project  in  the  Ouachita  National  Forest 
of  eastern  Oklahoma  and  western  Arkansas  which  has  been  before  your 
Department  for  consideration  ? 

Mr.  Wiiitton.  The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  is  familiar  with  it.  If 
you  ask  me  personally,  I  am  not. 

Senator  Iverr.  Is  Mr.  Turner  qualified  to  testify  on  that  ? 

Mr.  Wiiitton.  I  am  sure  he  is,  more  than  I  am. 

Senator  Kerr.  You  know,  you  could  add  a  whole  lot  to  nothing  and 
not  have  anything.  [Laughter.] 

Mr.  Wiiitton.  I  think  the  Senator  knows  the  answer  to  that  ques¬ 
tion. 

Senator  Iverr.  Then  if  Mr.  Turner  is  willing,  I  will  ask  him  if  he  is 
familiar  with  it. 

Mr.  Turner.  Yes,  sir;  I  am,  Senator  Kerr. 

Senator  Kerr.  Would  there  be  any  money  in  this  if  you  were  pro¬ 
vided  $3  million  for  1964  and  $3  million  for  1965;  would  that  include 
any  money  for  those  roads  in  the  Ouachita  National  Forest? 

Mr.  Turner.  Not  directly,  Senator.  There  is  about  $50  million  for 
other  projects  annually  in  competition  with  this  project  that  you  are 
interested  in. 

Senator  Iverr.  Now,  you  are  aware  of  the  fact  that  the  reason  that 
the  Ouachita  National  Forest,  at  least  in  Oklahoma  and  western 
Arkansas,  has  to  look  to  this  section  for  any  money,  is  because  of 
the  fact  that  the  formula  of  distribution  for  $33  million  in  forest 
highways,  plus  the  $70  million  in  forest  development  roads,  which  is 
$103  million,  and  $2  million  in  public  land  development  roads,  which 
is  $105  million,  and  the  $22  in  park  roads  and  trails,  which  makes 
$127  million,  and  $16  million  for  parkways,  which  makes  $143  mil¬ 
lion,  $16  million  in  Indian  reservation  and  roads,  which  makes  a  total 
of  $159  million,  provides  nothing  for  the  Ouachita  National  Forest, 
or  practically  nothing. 

Mr.  Turner.  Very  little. 

Senator  Iverr.  Less  than  $50,000  a  year,  I  would  say  for  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  Turner.  I  think  that  is  approximately  the  figure. 

Senator  Iverr.  Well  now,  in  order  to  be  certain  that  the  proposal 
that  the  Senator  from  Arkansas  would  be  before  us  on,  and  the 
Congressman  from  Arkansas  and  Oklahoma,  and  the  highway  de¬ 
partments  from  the  two  States,  also,  in  order  that  the  proposal  for 
the  Ouachita  National  F orest  be  taken  care  of  out  of  only  one  of  these 
designations  in  which  it  can  look  for  money,  what  would  that  amount 
have  to  be,  Mr.  Turner? 

Mr.  Turner.  Assuming  that  all  of  the  increases  we  might  provide 
went  for  that  particular  project,  I  believe  the  estimated  cost  of  the 
project  you  are  interested  in  would  be  about  $6  million. 

Senator  Iverr.  Does  that  include  what  is  called  the  Skyline 
Drive  and  what  is  referred  to  as  the  Holsten  Valley  Road? 
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Mr.  Turner.  Yes,  that  is  the  so-called  Skyline  Drive,  Senator. 

Senator  Kerr.  The  Skyline  Drive  is  different  from  the  Holsten 
Valley  Roach 

Mr.  Turner.  I  believe  this  does  include  the  Holsten  Valley  Road. 
Well  over  $6  million  is  estimated  for  the  work  involved. 

Senator  Kerr.  In  both  of  them  ? 

Mr.  Turner.  Yes,  sir;  I  believe  that's  right. 

Senator  Kerr.  Now,  are  you  familiar  with  the  meeting  that  has 
been  held  between  your  people  and  the  highway  departments  of  the 
two  States  and  the  congressional  representatives  of  the  two  States  in 
which  certain  proposals  were  made  in  which  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads,  and  I  believe  the  Interior  Department  or  Agriculture  De¬ 
partment  would  both  participate? 

Mr.  Turner.  Yes,  sir;  I  am  familiar  with  that  meeting. 

Senator  Kerr.  As  I  understand  it,  there  was  a  representative  of  the 
Interior  Department  there  also. 

Mr.  Turner.  Yes,  I  believe  there  was. 

Senator  Kerr.  Now,  the  information  I  had  is  that  although  they 
are  asking  for  $159  million,  as  against  a  little  over  half  that  for  1963, 
as  I  see  it,  neither  of  them  is  going  to  be  able  to  do  much  in  the 
Ouachita  National  Forest.  Is  that  the  impression  you  have? 

Mr.  Turner.  Yes,  sir;  I  believe  it  is,  Senator. 

Senator  Kerr.  I  believe  if  those  two  States  are  going  to  get  any¬ 
thing,  the}^  are  going  to  have  to  look  to  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
and  this  section  of  the  bill.  Do  you  concur  in  that  ? 

Mr.  Turner.  I  can't  answer  for  those  two  departments,  but  I  be¬ 
lieve  that  is  the  statement  that  they  made  at  the  meeting  the  other 
day. 

Senator  Iverr.  Then  that  would  be  about  the  only  basis  on  which 
the  congressional  representatives  of  those  two  States  could  safely 
count,  wouldn’t  it  ? 

Mr.  Turner.  I  think  that  would  be  a  fair  assumption. 

Senator  Iverr.  I  believe  under  the  discussions  that  were  had,  the 
two  States  were  to  make  the  surveys  and  pay  for  them  and  then  take 
the  roads  over  and  maintain  them  when  completed. 

Mr.  Turner.  Yes,  sir ;  that  is  the  discussion  we  had. 

Senator  Iverr.  Now,  is  that  true  with  reference  to  the  highways 
for  which  this  $159  million  is  provided  ? 

Mr.  Turner.  I  don’t - 

Senator  Iverr.  Who  maintains  those  roads? 

Mr.  T  urner.  In  the  case  of  forest  highways,  the  State  highway  de¬ 
partments  are  maintaining  all  of  those  that  they  are  now  financing  out 
of  these  authorizations. 

Senator  Iverr.  That  is  $33  million  of  it.  The  State  highway  de¬ 
partments  maintain  those  roads  ? 

Mr.  Turner.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Iverr.  What  about  forest  development  trails  and  roads? 

Mr.  T  urner.  Those  are  maintained  by  the  Forest  Service. 

Senator  Iverr.  In  other  words,  although  there  is  $7  million  in  here, 
or  $85  million  in  here  for  1965,  an  additional  $10  million  above  the 
$40  million  now  in  the  law  for  1963,  when  completed,  the  Federal 
Government  will  have  to  maintain  them  ? 
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Mr.  Turner.  Those  amounts  you  cite  are  available  for  both  con¬ 
struction  and  maintenance,  Senator. 

Senator  Kerr.  That  is  the  reason  they  are,  it  is  these  amounts. 

Mr.  Turner.  That  is  correct. 

Senator  Kerr.  Now  the  public  land  development  roads,  under  sec¬ 
tion  4,  who  maintains  those  roads  ?  If  they  are  built. 

Mr.  Turner.  They  would  presumably  be  maintained  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Interior. 

Senator  Kerr.  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  Turner.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kerr.  How  about  the  park  roads  and  trails  ? 

Mr.  Turner.  Park  Service. 

Senator  Kerr.  Federal  Government.  What  about  parkways? 

Mr.  Turner.  The  same. 

Senator  Kerr.  And  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges  ? 

Mr.  Turner.  The  Federal  Government. 

Senator  Kerr.  Well,  now,  anticipating  that  it  would  take  $6  million 
for  these  roads  in  the  Ouachita  National  Forest  in  Oklahoma  and 
Arkansas,  and  that  the  highway  departments  down  there,  in  order  not 
to  slow  down  their  participation  in  the  A-B-C  and  interstate  pro¬ 
grams,  would  need  to  make  their  surveys  and  other  expenditures 
which  they  are  to  make,  and  phase  those  highways  in  so  that  thpv 
could  be  in  a  position  to  keep  their  agreement  to  maintain  them  after 
they  were  completed,  they  would  need  an  increase  for  about  4  years. 
What  would  these  figures  need  to  be  raised  to  in  order  to  insure  that 
the  money  would  be  available  for  that  improvement? 

Mr.  Turner.  Assuming  a  4-year  program,  you  would  have  to  in¬ 
crease  it  about  a  million  a  year. 

Senator  Kerr.  A  million  and  a  half,  if  it  is  going  to  be  6  million, 
wouldn't  it  ? 

Mr.  Turner.  Yes,  Senator,  there  is  some  part  of  this  road,  however, 
which  is  not  on  public  lands,  and  the  public  lands  money  could  not 
pay  the  cost  for  the  work  involved  in  that  area. 

Senator  Kerr.  I  understand  that.  There  is  a  very  small  part  of 
the  land  over  which  the  road  would  go  that  would  be  privately  owned, 
that  is  owned  outside  the  national  forest,  and,  of  course,  the  State 
would  have  to  pay  that  part  of  it. 

Mr.  Turner.  I  believe  that  amounts  to  about  30  percent  of  the 
mileage,  Senator. 

Senator  Kerr.  I  see.  I  see.  In  other  words,  then,  the  6  million 
figure  you  gave  was  the  overall — suppose  the  Forest  Service  bought 
the  additional  land,  which  they  possibly  might  do? 

Mi\  Turner.  The  land  on  both  sides  would  have  to  be  in  complete 
public  ownership  in  order  to  qualify  for  the  use  of  the  public  lands 
fund  under  this  section  of  the  bill. 

Senator  Kerr.  If  that  were  contemplated,  it  would  need  to  be 
an  additional  million  and  a  half  a  year? 

Mr.  Turner.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  McNamara.  Senator,  since  you  make  reference  to  a  public 
hearing,  was  there  a  record  made  of  this  hearing  and  should  we  make 
it  a  part  of  our  records  ? 
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Senator  Kerr.  This  witness  was  there. 

Senator  McNamara.  You  think  there  is  no  need  for  making  that  a 
part  of  our  record  ? 

Senator  Kerr.  No. 

Senator  McNamara.  I  was  just  trying  to  make  the  record  complete. 

Senator  Kerr.  I  want  to  make  it  complete,  and  if  Mr.  Turner  thinks 
there  is  something  else  that  should  be  needed  to  make  it  complete, 
I  would  like  him  to  have  it. 

Mr.  Turner.  This  project,  Senator,  is  in  competition  with  other 
projects. 

Senator  Kerr.  I  understand  that,  but  the  purpose  of  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  is  to  remove  it  from  that  competition. 

Mr.  Turner.  I  understand  that.  We  will  have  to  solicit  all  the 
other  highway  departments  of  all  the  other  States  to  secure  their  pro¬ 
posals  for  the  use  of  this  money. 

Senator  Kerr.  With  the  million  dollars  or  million  and  a  half  a 
year  in  here  on  the  basis  that  priority  is  being  given  to  the  project  the 
Senator  from  Oklahoma  discussed,  would  you  have  to  interrogate 
other  highway  departments  about  the  use  of  it ? 

Mr.  Turner.  If  the  committee  indicates  that  that  is  what  they  want, 
if  that  is  what  they  want  the  increase  used  for,  we  certainly  would 
have  to  honor  that. 

Senator  Kerr.  Would  you  do  it  willingly  or  unwillingly? 

Mr.  Turner.  We  would  do  it  willingly,  of  course. 

Senator  Kerr.  On  page  7,  paragraph  (b),  let’s  read  the  beginning 
of  section  6 : 

The  last  sentence  of  subsection  (e)  of  section  103  of  title  23,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows :  “This  system  may  be  located  both  in 
rural  and  urban  areas,  but  any  extension  of  the  system  into  urban  areas  shall 
be  subject  to  the  condition  that  such  extension  pass  through  the  urban  area 
or  connect  with  another  Federal-aid  system  within  the  urban  area." 

It  goes  on — 

The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  apply  to  ap¬ 
portionments  made  before  as  well  as  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

What  is  the  effect  of  that,  Mr.  Turner,  or  Mr.  Whitton  ? 

Mr.  Turner.  As  you  know,  Senator  Kerr,  the  Federal-aid  second¬ 
ary  funds  at  the  present  time  are  available  only  for  expenditure  out¬ 
side  of  the  urban  areas.  When  a  secondary  system  extends  inside  an 
urban  area  and  you  want  to  improve  that  secondary  system,  you  must 
use  urban  funds. 

The  purpose  of  this  amendment  would  be  to  permit  the  use  of 
Federal-aid  secondary  funds  on  either  the  rural  or  the  urban  portions 
of  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system. 

Senator  Kerr.  Now  can  a  part  of  the  secondary  system,  which  is 
primarily  a  farm  to  market  road,  become  a  part  of  the  urban  system? 

Mr.  Turner.  Federal-aid  secondary  system  routes  are  laid  out  to 
connect  with  some  other  Federal-aid  system  route.  If  they  have 
to  come  into — come  inside  an  urbanized  area  in  order  to  make  a  con¬ 
nection,  we  do  that  regularly. 

Senator  Kerr.  Well  now,  if  a  primary  road  comes  into  an  urban 
area  to  connect  to  the  Interstate  System,  does  it  automatically  be¬ 
come  a  part  of  the  Interstate  System  ?' 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1962 


71 


Mr.  Turner.  No,  sir;  it  remains  part  of  the  primary  system.  But 
in  the  case  of  the  illustration  you  are  giving,  the  law  already  permits 
the  use  of  either  urban  or  primary  moneys  on  that  extension  in  the 
urban  area. 

But  in  the  case  of  Federal-aid  secondary  systems,  where  they  ex¬ 
tend  into  the  urban  areas,  there  is  a  restriction  on  the  use  of  the 
funds  so  that  we  cannot  use  the - 

Senator  Kerr.  Urban  money ? 

Mr.  Turner.  We  cannot  use  the  secondary  fund  on  the  urban 
portion. 

Senator  Kerr.  Why  should  you  ?  Why  shouldn’t  that  be  built  with 
the  urban  allocation  ? 

Mr.  Turner.  Congress,  of  course,  lias  expressed  that  opinion  in  the 
1954  act  by  restricting  the  improvements  on  those  portions  of  the  sys¬ 
tem  to  our  urban  moneys.  And  we  believe  that  there  ought  to  be 
flexibility  to  permit  the  improvement  to  be  made  either  urban  or  rural, 
with  secondary  funds. 

Senator  Kerr.  Well  now,  doesn’t  present  law  permit  a  transfer  of  a 
certain  percentage  of  one  or  t lie  other? 

Mr.  Turner.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kerr.  And  that  is  not  adequate  enough  to  do  the  work? 

Mr.  Turner.  No;  not  to  the  degree  that  we  believe  is  desirable. 

Senator  Kerr.  This  is  in  here  on  your  recommendation  ? 

Mr.  Wiiitton.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Turner.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kerr.  Well,  that  is  fine,  if  that  is  the  case.  It  looked  to  me 
like  it  was  in  there  on  somebody  else’s. 

Mr.  Whitton.  No,  sir ;  it  is  not,  Senator. 

Senator  Kerr.  Why  do  you  make  it  retroactive  ? 

Mr.  Turner.  It  is  retroactive  only  with  respect  to  the  remaining 
balance  of  the  funds  that  we  have,  Senator. 

Senator  Kerr.  Is  that  made  clear  in  this  language? 

Mr.  Turner.  Yes;  because  we  would  not — all  of  the  funds  that  we 
have  available  which  have  not  been  obligated,  we  would  want  to  apply 
this  to  it.  Otherwise,  it  is  extremely  difficult  to  administer. 

Senator  Kerr.  In  other  words,  this  does  not  go  back  and  affect  ap¬ 
portionments  that  had  been  made  and  spent,  but  only  those  that 
have  been  made  and  not  spent  ? 

Mr.  Turner.  That’s  right ;  the  remaining  balance  of  the  funds 
available. 

Senator  Kerr.  I  see. 

That  is  all  I  have,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you,  Senator.  You  raised  a  question 
that  I  was  referring  to  in  relation  to  this  Santa  Claus  bit. 

Senator  Kerr.  Yes ;  I  hoped  you  would  clarify  that. 

Senator  McNamara.  I  want  to  say  that  I  was  primarily  concerned 
with  the  relocation  section. 

Senator  Kerr.  There  is  an  estimate  in  the  record  of  what  that  would 
cost,  is  there  ? 

Senator  McNamara.  Yes;  the  section  indicated  it  was  $75  million. 

Senator  Kerr.  A  year  ? 

Mr.  Wiiitton.  Total. 
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Senator  McNamara.  For  the  life  of  the  program. 

Senator  Kerr.  How  much  a  year  ? 

Mr.  Wiiitton.  It  is  over  a  period  of  10  years.  Seven  and  a  half 
million  a  year. 

Senator  McNamara.  Thus  section  134,  though  we  are  dealing  with 
transportation  planning  in  certain  urban  areas,  appears  to  be  an¬ 
other  drain  on  the  highway  trust  fund. 

Mr.  Whitton.  That  would  come  out  of  the  1  y2  percent  fund  set 
aside  for  planning.  It  already  comes  out. 

Senator  McNamara.  Why  do  they  have  this  section  in  here  if  it 
already  comes  out? 

Mr.  Wiiitton.  We  put  it  in  there  to  set  up  a  requirement  that  a  com¬ 
prehensive  development  plan  be  made  for  an  urban  area  or  that  there 
be  a  continuing  comprehensive  planning  process  before  we  would  ap¬ 
prove  a  project  in  that  area,  beginning  July  1, 1965. 

Senator  McNamara.  All  right.  And  you  again  refer  on  page  9, 
“highway  planning  and  research  funds,  section  2,  1^ -percent  of  the 
sums  apportioned  for  each  fiscal  year  beginning  with  the  fiscal  year 
1964,”  and  so  on.  Is  that  an  additional  drain  on  the  highway  trust 
fund  or  not  ? 

Mr.  Wiiitton.  Yes;  it  would  be  coming  out  of  the  trust  fund;  it 
would  be  money  for  research  rather  than  for  construction. 

Senator  McNamara.  Is  this  in  answer  to  Senator  Kerr’s  question 
to  what  I  was  talking  about  ?  I  guess  he  wasn’t  paying  any  attention 
to  this. 

Senator  Kerr.  I  am  like  you,  I  am  attending  to  the  staff.  How 
much  money  did  you  say  it  would  cost? 

Senator  McNamara.  We  didn’t  ask  for  a  total. 

Mr.  Wiiitton.  That  would  be  $5  million  a  year,  but  it  comes  out  of 
the  trust  fund. 

Senator  Kerr.  It  looks  like  you  are  hitting  it  for  about  $12.5  mil¬ 
lion  a  year  on  these  two  items. 

Mr.  Wiiitton.  Yes. 

Senator  McNamara.  Is  there  any  question  about  my  reaction?  I 
don’t  like  it. 

Now,  Senator  Miller,  do  you  have  any  questions  ? 

Senator  Miller.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman.  First,  if  I  could  have  the 
chairman's  attention,  the  senior  Senator  from  Kentucky  has  a  serious 
illness  in  his  family  necessitating  his  return  to  his  home  State  of 
Kentucky,  and  he  would  like  to  be  excused  today  and  tomorrow  from 
the  hearing. 

I  would  like  to  ask  Mr.  Whitten  a  couple  of  questions. 

At  the  bottom  of  page  25  of  your  prepared  statement,  you  pointed 
out  that  although  we,  the  United  States,  had  obligated  itself  to  pay 
for  the  entire  cost  of  construction  of  the  Rama  Road  project,  never¬ 
theless  Nicaragua  has  expended  approximately  $4.8  million. 

How  did  that  happen?  We  made  an  obligation  or  commitment  to 
take  care  of  the  whole  project.  What  has  happened  which  has  caused 
Nicaragua  to  come  along  and  put  in  $4.8  million  ? 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  am  going  to  ask  Mr.  Turner  to  answer  that. 

Senator  Miller.  Yes,  either  one  of  the  witnesses  would  be  fine. 

Mr.  Turner.  Nica  ragua  was  interested  in  the  completion  of  the  road 
of  course,  and  they  voluntarily  expended  some  of  their  own  funds  in 
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order  to  move  it  along  at  a  faster  rate  than  our  funds  were  available 
for  construction. 

Senator  Miller.  In  other  words,  there  was  no  breach  of  agreement 
on  our  part  ? 

Mr.  Turner.  None  whatsoever.  They  merely  augmented  the  funds 
we  had  available,  because  ours  were  not  sufficient  at  the  time  to  do  the 
entire  job. 

Senator  Miller.  Now,  where  did  they  get  those  funds,  do  you  know  ? 

Mr.  Turner.  Part  of  them  had  come  from;  their  normal  highway 
program  and  part  of  them  have  come  from  a  special  tax  which  they 
levied  on  cotfee  exports  from  the  country. 

Senator  Miller.  Do  you  know  how  much  of  this  $4.8  million  was 
spent  in  any  particular  years,  do  you  have  a  schedule  of  that? 

Mr.  Turner.  I  don't  have  it  with  me,  I  have  it  available  at  the 
office. 

Senator  Miller.  I  was  curious  as  to  whether  or  not  any  of  this  $4.8 
million  directly  or  indirectly  might  have  come  from  our  foreign-aid 
program. 

Mr.  Turner.  It  does  not  come  from  our  foreign-aid  program  as  I 
understand  it. 

Senator  Miller.  Not  directly. 

Mr.  Turner.  I  don'  believe  it  even  comes  indirectly  from  the  foreign- 
aid  program. 

Senator  Miller.  All  right.  Now,  the  second  question.  On  page 
29,  Mr.  Whitton,  your  statement  says  in  the  last  sentence  of  the  first 
paragraph— 

As  a ‘practical  matter,  a  majority  of  the  countries  concerned  have  been  unable 
to  maintain  the  completed  portions  of  the  highway,  despite  the  existence  of 
agreements  providing  for  full  maintenance  by  the  countries  concerned. 

Why  is  that  ? 

Mr.  Whitton.  They  just  haven't  the  know-how  and  equipment  to 
do  it.  We  think  by  establishing  this  authority  that  we  can  get  the 
necessary  equipment  and  the  necessary  personnel  to  get  them  started 
and  get  them  trained  to  do  the  job. 

Senator  Miller.  This  isn't  a  matter  of  money  ? 

Mr.  W  HITTON.  Yes. 

Senator  Miller.  It  is  a  matter  of  money  ? 

Mr.  Wiiitton.  It  will  be. 

Senator  Miller.  The  reason  why  they  haven’t  fulfilled  their  com¬ 
mitment  up  to  now  is - 

Mr.  Whitton.  It’s  partially  money,  I  am  sure  but  also  their  lack 
of  understanding  of  highway  maintenance. 

Senator  Miller.  Have  we  made  any  efforts  to  provide  them  with 
technical  assistance  or  through  our  foreign-aid  program  to  enable 
them  to  obtain  the  equipment  necessary  to  fulfill  the  job  ? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Let  me  ask  Mr.  Turner  if  I  may  ? 

Senator  Miller.  Certainly. 

Mr.  Turner.  We  wo rlced  with  them  for  years  on  this  problem,  but 
it  did  not  get  solved. 

Senator  Miller.  What  seems  to  be  the  reason  why  it  isn’t  solved? 

Mr.  Turner.  Well,  you  have  a  part  of  the  reason  in  the  question  and 
answer  with  respect  to  cost  and  money.  A  part  of  it  has  to  do  with 
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general  philosophy  of  those  people.  Generally,  they  do  not  appreciate 
the  importance  of  maintenance  to  the  degree  that  we  do  in  our  coun¬ 
try.  That  is  true  not  only  with  highway  maintenance  but  any  other 
activity  that  they  engage  in. 

Senator  Miller.  Isn’t  this  a  part  of  the  failure  of  the  self-help 
aspect  of  our  Alliance  for  Progress  program  ? 

Mr.  Turner.  I  don't  think  it  has  been  a  complete  failure.  It  is  a 
question  of  time  and  education,  training. 

Senator  Miller.  I  am  wondering  why  a  5-year  period  has  been 
selected.  I  believe  it  is  to  the  tune  of  50  percent  for  a  period  of  5 
years  for  the  United  States  to  participate.  Why  not  2  years? 

Mr.  Turner.  Two  years  would  not  be  adequate  because  a  part  of  the 
work  would  be  involved  in  the  stabilization  of  roadbeds  and  slopes 
and  roadbed  features.  And  I  am  sure  that  2  years  is  not  an  adequate 
time  to  permit  those  things  to  occur.  It  would  take  at  least  5  years 
for  a  road  to  settle  down,  so  as  to  eliminate  much  of  the  early  post¬ 
construction  maintenance  cost  that  would  be  involved. 

Senator  Miller.  I  recognize  what  you  just  said  now  as  based  upon 
sound  engineering  facts;  but  we  are  not  talking  so  much  about  those  as 
we  are  talking  about  the  self-help  philosophy  which  you  and  I  have 
been  talking  about. 

It  seems  to  me  that  2  years  ought  to  be  long  enough  for  these  people 
to  get  into  that  philosophy  sufficiently  for  them  to  maintain  those 
roads. 

What  you  are  really  saying  is  that  since  it  takes  5  years  for  some  of 
these  engineering  phenomena  to  occur,  that  we  are  supposed  to  phase 
in  this  philosophy  of  self-help  through  the  same  period  of 
time.  I  cannot  follow  that.  It  would  seem  to  me  that  it  would  be 
well  to  have  them  undertake  some  of  this  self-help  program,  but  we 
might  recognize  that  we  can’t  exjiect  it  to  happen  overnight,  although 
I  don't  know  how  long  this  maintenance  problem  has  been  going  on. 
‘Let’s  say  it  has  just  started,  it  seems  to  me  that  2  years  would  be 
enough  for  them  to  come  around  to  implementing  this  self-help 
principle. 

Mr.  Turner.  I  think  our  experience  would  indicate  that  that  would 
not  be  very  probable.  I  think  it  would  take  longer  than  the  2  years 
you  are  talking  about. 

Senator  Miller.  Is  what  you  are  just  saying  inconsistent  with  the 
program  of  the  Alliance  for  Progress,  premised  upon  a  self-help 
philosophy? 

Mr.  Turner.  I  don’t  believe  it  is,  Senator.  I  am  talking  as  an 
engineer  and  one  who  has  had  some  experience  down  there  with  the 
country  and  the  people.  And  I  believe  it  would  take  a  little  while  to 
do  the  job  we  are  talking  about  doing  under  this  provision. 

Senator  Miller.  How  long  has  this  maintenance  commitment  been 
in  existence? 

Mr.  Turner.  It  has  been  in  the  law  since  the  Congress  authorized  an 
increase  in  funds  that  began  about  10  years  ago. 

Senator  Miller.  So  what  you  are  really  saying  here  is  that  we  have 
had  this  maintenance  commitment  for  10  years,  we  still  haven’t  reached 
rhe  point  of  where  they  are  practicing  a  self-help  principle,  and  we 
expect  that  with  another  5  years,  in  other  words  a  15-year  period,  that 
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the  self-help  principle  will  come  into  fruition  insofar  as  maintenance 
is  concerned. 

M  r.  Turner.  We  have  not  completed  the  highway  yet,  so  that  has 
not  been  effected.  Until  we  get  the  highway  completed,  we  don't 
really  have  much  of  a  job  of  maintenance  for  these  people  to  do.  It  is 
only  after  we  get  that  road  completed  that  the  maintenance  provision 
will  really  come  into  play. 

Senator  Miller.  Has  the  maintenance  provision  not  come  into  play 
with  respect  to  completed  segments? 

Mr.  T  earner.  We  have  very  few  completed  segments.  We  have  only 
one  country  in  which  work  has  been  completed  throughout  the  whole 
length  of  the  country. 

Senator  Miller.  What  country  is  that  ? 

Mr.  T  urner.  In  Honduras  we  have  just  recently  completed  the 
entire  94-mile  section  of  the  Inter- American  Highway  across  that 
country.  In  El  Salvador  there  was  an  old  existing  road  which  had 
been  utilized,  and  that  country  has  done  adequate  maintenance,  but 
most  of  that  work  was  done  by  the  country  without  any  assistance 
from  the  United  States. 

Senator  Miller.  Are  there  any  completed  portions  within  a  country 
between,  say,  some  of  the  major  cities  which  have  been  completed  for 
some  time  ? 

Mr.  Turner.  Yes.  Of  course,  there  are  completed  sections  and 
maintenance  has  been  in  some  cases  satisfactory  and  others  it  has  not. 
Only  in  the  cases  that  I  have  mentioned  is  there  a  completed  section 
for  highway  department  work  as  an  entity.  It  is  difficult  to  do  main¬ 
tenance  on  just  a  small  portion  of  the  highway  system.  It  is  uneco¬ 
nomical  and  until  they  get  the  entire  system  completed,  I  doubt  if  they 
can  do  economical  maintenance. 

Senator  Miller.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Turner. 

I  have  no  further  questions. 

Senator  Randolph.  Mr.  Chairman,  could  I  comment  on  the  obser¬ 
vations  made  by  my  colleague  from  Iowa? 

And  I  want  to  take  10  seconds  before  he  leaves  for  the  telephone  call 
to  indicate  that  I  had  somewhat  the  same  feeling  that-  he  has  expressed. 
I  wondered  why,  and  the  questions  were  answered  for  me  when  I  was 
privileged  with  our  colleague,  Senator  Gruening  of  Alaska,  to  inspect 
once  again  the  progress  being  made  on  our  Inter- American  Highway. 

I  say  to  my  colleague  from  Iowa  and  members  of  the  committee  that 
our  inspection  trip  was  made  in  the  latter  part  of  December  1961,  and 
the  early  part  of  January  1962.  We  found  the  matter  under  discus¬ 
sion  was  a  perplexing  problem.  We  discussed  it  often.  Mr.  A.  F. 
Ghiglione  of  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  accompanied  Senator 
Gruening  and  myself  on  that  trip. 

And  I  raised  the  point  several  times:  What  about  the  maintenance? 
I  could  see  that  we  had  invested  large  sums  of  money  in  this  highway 
and  I  could  sense,  and  I  could  see,  that  deterioration  had  already  or 
would  soon  set  in,  especially  with  the  increased  flow  of  traffic  from 
Mexico  to  the  east,  and,  in  some  degree,  from  Panama  to  the  west. 

So  we  made  a  very  special  study  of  the  subject  of  maintenance  and 
the  time  required  when  the  United  States  would  need  to,  let  us  say, 
take  a  firm  hand  in  seeing  to  it  that  necessary  maintenance  took  id  ace. 
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I  call  to  the  attention  of  my  colleague  the  report  which  we  filed. 
The  chairman  of  this  committee  transmitted  it  to  the  U.S.  Senate. 
This  was  done  the  latter  part  of  February. 

On  pages  10  and  11  of  this  report  of  progress,  we  have  set  forth 
what  I  believe  to  be  valid  arguments  why  this  maintenance  should 
be  carried  forward  for  a  period  of  time,  a  reasonable  period  of  time, 
so  that  the  investment  which  the  United  States  has  in  this  road  will 
not  be  lost.  We  have  stressed  the  deterioration  which  we  know  has 
already  begun  in  a  road  where  the  traffic  seems  to  be  heavier  and 
where  they  contemplate  heavy  flows  of  travel  in  the  future  years. 

I  would  ask,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  part  of  the  report,  pages  10  and 
11  of  the  committee  print  filed  with  the  87th  Congress,  2d  session, 
transmitted  by  our  chairman  on  February  28,  1962,  be  included  at  this 
point. 

Senator  Miller.  Would  the  Senator  yield  ? 

I  believe  that  pages  11,  12,  and  13  are  merely  pictures.  I  wonder  if 
the  Senator  would  not  want  pages  10  and  14  to  be  the  portion  that  he 
wishes  to  include  in  the  record,  if  I  am  following - 

Senator  Randolph.  The  maintenance  paragraphs  are  on  page  10 
and - 

Senator  Miller.  Fourteen. 

Senator  Randolph.  Fourteen. 

Senator  Miller.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Raneolph.  Thank  you.  I  modify  my  request  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  your  suggestion. 

Senator  McNamara.  Senator  Randolph  will  make  appropriate 
portions  of  that  report  available  to  the  staff  and  will  see  that  the  re¬ 
porter  is  furnished  with  the  exact  information,  which  will  be  included 
in  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  information  referred  to  follows:) 

The  agreements  executed  between  the  United  States  and  each  country  with 
respect  to  construction  of  the  I  liter- American  Highway  provide  that  such  coun¬ 
tries  will  maintain  the  highway  to  satisfactory  standards  at  their  own  expense. 
It  has  been  found  that  the  heavy  cost  of  maintenance  has  exceeded  that  antici¬ 
pated,  and  some  of  the  countries  have  met  with  difficulties  in  financing  proper 
maintenance  of  the  highway. 

The  degree  of  maintenance  of  the  highway  varies  in  the  different  countries. 
In  certain  republics  the  maintenance  has  been  very  good,  while  in  others  there 
has  been  practically  none.  Slides,  deterioration  of  pavement,  and  blocking  of 
drainage  facilities  have  limited  travel  in  some  areas.  In  addition  to  slides, 
heavy  damage  is  also  caused  by  bank  caving  and  erosion  of  road  embankment 
and  pavement  by  adjacent  streams  during  the  rainy  season.  Some  of  the 
countries  require  rubber  tires  on  oxcarts  traveling  on  the  highway,  but  there 
are  many  carts  with  steel  tires  still  in  use  which  cause  some  damage  to  the 
pavement.  In  many  sections,  removal  of  slides  and  other  work  normally  classed 
as  maintenance  has  been  performed  with  use  of  construction  funds.  The  proper 
protection  of  the  funds  invested  in  the  highway  requires  that  the  completed 
road  be  adequately  maintained.  It  is  hoped  that  maintenance  of  the  highway 
will  improve  as  the  highway  departments  in  the  various  republics  improve  their 
organization  and  gain  experience  in  this  type  of  operations. 

The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  has  been  concerned  about  the  future  maintenance 
of  the  highway.  Various  Republics  and  the  International  Road  Federation  have 
advocated  the  establishment  of  an  authority  composed  of  the  Central  American 
Republics  and  the  United  States  to  maintain  the  highway  throughout  its 
length  on  a  cooperative  basis.  Such  an  authority  would  appear  advantageous, 
and  could  be  assigned  additional  responsibilities  with  respect  to  other  serious 
problems  in  connection  with  travel  on  the  highway,  such  as  customs  and  immi¬ 
gration  procedures  at  the  borders,  policing,  regulation  of  truck  weights  and 
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•speeds,  uniform  highway  signs  and  markings,  and  regulation  of  development  for 
the  benefit  of  the  traveling  public  along  the  highway. 

The  problem  of  maintenance  is  believed  to  be  a  very  serious  one.  In  the 
United  States  completed  Federal-aid  highway  projects  are  turned  over  to  the 
various  States  for  maintenance  and  policing,  under  agreements  similar  to  those 
executed  with  the  Central  American  Republics  for  maintenance  of  the  com¬ 
pleted  highway  at  their  own  expense.  Possible  justification  exists  for  initial 
contribution  by  the  United  States  toward  maintenance  of  the  highway  by  pro¬ 
viding  technical  advice  and  assistance  in  training  personnel,  but  the  question 
arises  as  to  whether  this  is  to  be  a  continuing  program,  or  whether  adequate 
maintenance  will  be  performed  by  the  Republics.  With  the  anticipated  traffic 
over  the  highway,  it  will  deteriorate  rapidly  unless  properly  maintained. 

Senator  Randolph.  I  thank  the  chairman. 

Senator  McNamara.  This  is  all  in  connection  with  your  recom¬ 
mendation  to  set  up  this  maintenance  authority? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  McNamara.  Do  you  have  any  comment,  Senator  Metcalf  ? 

Senator  Metcalf.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  have  a  specific  project  in 
mind  such  as  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma,  but  I  want  to  ask  about 
some  areas  in  Montana  so  I  can  familiarize  myself  with  the  general 
bill. 

Are  you  familiar  with  that  area  through  Glacier  National  Park 
where  Highway  2  goes  through  entirely  within  the  park  boundaries 
on  both  sides? 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  have  been  through  there,  Senator,  but  I  would 
not  claim  to  be  familiar. 

Senator  Metcalf.  Wlio  would  build  such  a  road?  Under  what 
categories  would  those  come,  a  primary  road  through  the  national 
park? 

Mr.  Whitton.  The  National  Park  Service. 

Senator  Metcalf.  This  would  come  under  subparagraph  5,  “Park 
iroads  and  trails,  $22  million”  ? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Metcalf.  Then  Highway  2  breaks  out  of  the  park,  as 
you  recall,  and  goes  through  the  national  forest  for  30  or  40  miles, 
and  that  is  completely  owned  on  both  sides,  too.  Where  does  the  money 
come  for  that  ? 

Mr.  Whitton.  The  forest  highway  funds. 

Senator  Metcalf.  That  could  come  from - 

Mr.  Whitton.  Paragraph  2. 

Senator  Metcalf  (continuing).  Paragraph  2. 

Now,  move  along  eastward  into  that  area  just  north  of  the  Fork 
Peck  game  range  and  north  of  the  Missouri  River,  and  you  want  to 
build  a  road  down  through  that  federally  owned  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  land  for  access  and  recreational  development  into  the 
game  range.  Where  would  you  get  money  for  such  a  road  ? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Is  that  the  one  we  had  the  letter  about  ? 

Senator  Metcalf.  No,  you  do  not  have  the  letter.  I  am  thinking  of 
providing  some  access  roads  to  one  of  the  most  remote  areas,  perhaps, 
left  in  the  United  States,  since  we  took  the  steamships  off  the  Missouri 
River.  And  we  have  the  Fort  Peck  game  range,  and  we  have  land  for 
more  than  100  miles  on  each  side  of  the  Missouri  River  that  is  recrea¬ 
tional  land  belonging  to  the  Department  of  Interior,  and  then  between 
the  highway  and  that  land  is  grazing  land,  and  so  forth,  which  was 
acquired  during  the  depression  under  the  Bankhead- Jones  Act  and 
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belongs,  also,  to  the  Department  of  Interior.  It  all  belongs  to  the 
Federal  Government. 

How  do  we  provide  roads  down  through  that  grazing  land  for  access 
into  such  areas  as  the  Fort  Peck  game  range  ? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Of  course,  it  could  come  from  the  normal  Federal- 
aid  funds  and  State  funds  that  are  in  Montana. 

Senator  Metcalf.  Where  would  that  be  ? 

Mr.  Whitton.  A-B-C  money. 

Senator  Metcalf.  Would  this  new  category,  the  “Forest  develop¬ 
ment  roads,”  provide  a  fund  for  such  a  proposal? 

Senator  Kerr.  To  which  section  does  the  Senator  refer  ? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Sections. 

Senator  Kerr.  Section  3. 

Senator  Metcalf.  Section  3  which,  as  I  read  it,  says  it  shall  be  for 
roads  for  the  protection,  administration  and  utilization  of  public  lands 
and  resources,  and  on  page  6  it  provides  that  funds  available — I  am 
reading  from  214(b)— funds  available  for  public  land  development 
roads  shall  be  available  for  adjacent  vehicular  parking  areas  and  sani¬ 
tary  water  and  tire  control  facilities. 

I  was  wondering  if  this  could  be  used  for  the  development  of  recrea¬ 
tional  roads  through  Federal  land  further - 

Senator  Iverr.  Now  that  is  the  public  lands  development  road  and 
trails  which  is  section  4  down  here. 

Senator  Metcalf.  The  Senator  is  correct. 

Could  either  of  those  sections  be  used  for  the  category  that  I  am — — 

Senator  Kerr.  Not  unless  the  act  specified.  You  see,  as  I  under¬ 
stand  it,  this  section  4  together  with  the  specifications  of  the  purposes 
for  which  it  may  be  used  are  both  new. 

Senator  Metcalf.  Yes,  both  new. 

Senator  Kerr.  And  the  language  on  page  6,  lines  3  through  14, 
apply  only  to  section  4  on  page  2,  lines  21  through  23. 

Senator  Metcalf.  Senator - 

Senator  Kerr.  Now,  in  the  previous  act  the  purposes  for  which 
forest  development  roads  and  trails  may  be  used,  that  appearing  in 
lines  17  through  20  on  page  2,  will  have  an  appropriate  specification, 
but  in  view  of  the  fact  that  it  is  another  annual  authorization  for  a 
program  heretofore  begun  and  for  which  the  specifications  have  here¬ 
tofore  been  fixed,  the  funds  under  section  3  there,  forest  development 
roads  and  trails,  would  be  subject  to  the  language  in  effect  prior  to  the 
enactment  of  this  bill. 

Is  that  not  correct,  Mr.  Turner? 

Mr.  Turner.  Yes,  that  would  be  right,  Senator. 

The  new  category  of  public  land  development  roads  and  trails,  of 
course,  is  under  the  Department  of  Interior,  and  I  think  you  best 
ask  the  questions  of  them  of  what  they  intend  to  do  with  it,  but  in 
the  report  from  the  House  side  the  use  of  those  roads  for  recreational 
purposes  is  described.  It  apparently  is  trust  fund  money. 

Senator  Kerr.  The  specifics  of  it  are  contained  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  Turner.  Sir? 

Senator  Kerr.  The  specifics  of  it  are  contained  in  the  bill.  They 
are  on  page  6. 

Mr.  Turner.  Yes. 
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Senator  Metcalf.  I  would  be  glad  to  direct  my  inquiry  to  the  In¬ 
terior,  if  you  feel  that  is  the  appropriate  agency. 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  feel  that  is  proper. 

Senator  Metcalf.  Thank  you. 

Senator  McNamara.  All  right. 

Mr.  Whitton,  these  changes  to  which  you  object  in  the  relocation 
section  of  the  bill  were  added  on  the  House  floor,  were  they  not,  after 
the  bill  left  the  committee? 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  believe - 

Senator  McNamara.  What  is  that? 

Mr.  Whitton.  They  were  added  on  the  House  floor,  yes,  sir. 

Senator  Iverr.  I  believe  they  conformed  with  the  minority  view, 
the  minority  views  of  13  members  of  the  Public  Works  Committee  of 
the  House  of  which  is  contained  in  House  committee  report  on  the  bill. 
I  think  the  House  just  concurred  in  the  minority  views  in  passing 
the  amendment  which  put  them  into  effect  instead  of  the  majority 
views. 

Mr.  W  hitton.  Practically  so,  yes,  sir. 

Senator  McNamara.  I  understand  that  you  are  under  some  pres¬ 
sure  here  to  go  along  with  the  view  that  you  have  expressed  as  the 
administration  views  with  reference  to  this  relocation  section. 

As  the  Director  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  would  you  recom¬ 
mend  that  this  money  be  taken  out  of  the  highway  trust  fund  or  come 
out  of  the  general  fund? 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  think  that  it  should  come  out  of  the  highway  trust 
fund,  and  I  think  that  in  the  long  run  it  will  save  money. 

Senator  McNamara.  How  do  you  explain  that  position  ? 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  think  we  will  be  able  to  develop  the  program 
faster  and  get  it  built  sooner  by  having  this  provision  in  the  law,  and 
the  sooner  we  get  it  built  the  cheaper  we  will  get  it  built  and  the 
more  service  it  will  render. 

Senator  McNamara.  It  seems  to  me  that  we  might  well  consider 
at  this  point  closing  that  door.  Every  time  anybody  comes  up  here 
with  any  extension  of  the  highway  program,  we  have  to  keep  fighting- 
off  the  dipping  into  this  highway  trust  fund.  1  would  like  to  see 
some  kind  of  addition  to  the  law  which  would  prohibit  dipping  into 
this  fund  from  now  on,  because  it.  seems  to  me  we  are  constantly 
fighting  off  drains,  which  I  think  are  improper  drains  on  the  trust 
fund.  I  think  this  committee  owes  something  to  the  taxpayers  who 
are  paying  their  gasoline  taxes  and  rubber  taxes,  and  so  forth.  And 
I  feel  very  strongly  about  it. 

Thank  you.  Mr.  Whitton. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  McNamara.  We  have  some  communications  from  various 
organizations  and  associations,  and  without  objection  they  will  be 
made  part  of  the  record  at  this  time. 

(The  statements  referred  to  follow :) 

Statement  by  Ben  West,  Mayor  of  Nashville,  Tenn.,  on  Behalf  of  the 
American  Municipal  Association 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  as  chairman  of  the  American 
Municipal  Association’s  transportation  committee  and  its  subcommittee  on  high¬ 
ways.  it  is  my  pleasure  to  submit  the  following  statement  on  behalf  of  the  13,500 
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cities,  towns,  and  villages  throughout  the  United  States  represented  by  the 
American  Municipal  Association. 

The  most  critical  transportation  needs  in  this  country  are  in  urban  areas. 
To  emphasize  this,  I  want  to  cpiote  from  a  publication  issued  by  the  Automobile 
Manufacturers  Association  dated  March  1961  entitled,  “Highways  for  the  Future,’’ 
the  end  product  of  a  study  made  by  Wilbur  Smith  &  Associates. 

“Nearly  one-half  of  the  Nation’s  motor  travel  now  occurs  on  city  routes  that 
account  for  only  10  percent  of  total  highway  mileage.  This  urban  travel  will 
more  than  double  over  the  next  two  decades,  while  rural  highway  travel  will 
increase  about  30  percent.  By  1980,  about  60  percent  of  the  anticipated  1,277 
billion  yearly  vehicle  miles  of  travel  will  be  within  expanded  urban  area  limits.” 

So,  three-lifths  of  over  1%  trillion  vehicle  miles  will  occur  on  10  percent  of 
the  total  highway  mileage  in  the  I'nited  States  in  the  urban  areas  where  the  big 
majority  of  people  live.  The  impact  on  local  governments  of  such  a  statement 
is  truly  staggering  in  view  of  present  day  conditions.  We  have  no  reason  to 
question  this  prediction  at  the  present  moment.  In  fact,  the  prolongation  of 
current  traffic  trends  may  make  it  conservative. 

The  American  Municipal  Association  favors  the  enactment  of  legislation  which 
makes  mandatory  the  use  of  Federal-aid  highway  funds  for  planning  and  research 
purposes  rather  than  be  diverted  for  construction  purposes. 

When  we  speak  of  a  program  for  developing  better  municipal  transportation 
plans,  transportation  should  be  regarded  in  its  generic  sense  and  not  limited  to 
the  present  day  dominance  of  the  Interstate  and  Defense  Highway  System,  the 
traffic  impact  of  which  often  overshadows  the  utilization  in  an  efficient  manner 
of  modes  of  transportation  other  than  the  rubber-tired  vehicle.  Transporta¬ 
tion  can  be  defined  as  the  movement  of  people  and  goods  into  those  areas  wherein 
they  want  to  go,  or  are  needed,  in  an  economical  fashion  and  with  a  minimum 
of  inconvenience.  No  good  method  of  transporting  people  and  goods  from  one 
place  to  another  with  reasonable  cost  factors  lias  ever  been  discarded.  The 
pedestrian  who  desires  to  walk  along  a  sidewalk  at  2  miles  per  hour  is  just 
as  essential  to  the  master  transportation  plans  of  a  community  as  the  automobile 
at  80  miles  per  hour  and  the  jet  aircraft  at  650  miles  per  hour.  A  good  trans¬ 
portation  planning  program  for  any  community  will  consider  all  the  best  features 
of  every  mode,  each  in  its  proper  place,  and  each  with  differentiating  functions 
and  services. 

To  do  this  requires  funds.  Urban  transportation  studies  do  not  come  cheap. 
Many  of  our  member  cities  have  been  conducting  for  some  years  now.  trans¬ 
portation  planning  programs.  I  can  assure  you  that  without  Federal  financial 
assistance  cities  cannot  do  this.  At  the  same  time.  I  do  not  see  how  cities  can 
continue  to  function  properly  without  adequate  planning  programs. 

H.R.  12135  requires  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  beginning  no  later  than  July 
1.  1965,  to  determine  that  Federal  aid  projects  in  urban  areas  of  over  50,000 
population  be  based  on  the  results  of  a  continuing  planning  process  before 
approving  those  projects.  We  thoroughly  approve  of  the  requirements  of  this 
section.  I  want  to  point  out,  however,  that  cities  cannot  arrive  at  plans  and 
programs  alone.  This  is  particularly  so  in  the  smaller  communities.  Technical 
assistance  at  least  at  the  outset  must  come  from  State  and  Federal  agencies. 
Also,  long-range  programs  for  State  highway  improvements  in  urban  areas 
should  be  developed  and  published  as  soon  as  possible. 

Our  cities  are  vitally  interested  in  the  Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary 
highway  systems  and  their  extensions  in  urban  areas.  We  favor  the  enactment 
of  the  provisions  in  H.R.  12135  calling  for  increases  above  present  levels  of  $25 
million  annually.  While  our  national  municipal  policy  calls  for  the  comple¬ 
tion  of  the  Interstate  System  on  schedule,  we  do  not  believe  that  such  increases 
would  seriously  hamper  reaching  this  goal.  In  fact,  such  increases  would  delay 
the  completion  of  the  Interstate  System  by  only  a  short  time. 

The  provisions  which  would  amend  title  23.  United  States  Code,  regarding 
secondary  highway  extensions  in  urban  areas,  receives  our  fullest  support. 
Secondary  as  well  as  major  city  streets  within  the  corporate  limits  of  munici¬ 
palities  should  be  eligible  for  Federal  aid  in  the  same  proportion  that  Federal 
aid  is  available  for  the  roads  outside  cities.  Unfortunately,  at  the  present 
time,  secondary  funds  cannot  be  spent  on  secondary  urban  extensions,  which 
may  now  be  financed  only  with  Federal-aid  urban  extension  funds.  We  urge 
you  to  give  your  favorable  consideration  to  this  section. 

Our  national  municipal  policy  recommends  that  “family  and  business  reloca¬ 
tion  payments  should  be  made  available  to  those  displaced  by  the  interstate 
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highway  program  on  the  same  basis  as  they  are  under  the  urban  renewal  pro¬ 
gram.”  We  therefore  agree  with  the  President’s  transportation  message,  which 
says :  ‘‘I  recommend  that  assistance  and  requirements  similar  to  those  now 
applicable  to  the  urban  renewal  program  be  authorized  for  the  Federal-aid 
highway  program  and  the  urban  mass  transportation  program.” 

I  can  tell  you  that  it  is  extremely  awkward  for  the  mayor  of  a  city  to  try  to 
explain,  when  a  highway  project  is  adjacent  to  an  urban  renewal  project,  why 
tenants  in  the  urban  renewal  area  receive  relocation  payments  and  tenants  in 
the  highway  area  do  not.  It  seems  simple  justice  that  all  citizens  should  be 
treated  alike  when  they  are  displaced  by  Federal-aid  projects. 

In  1939,  23  years  ago,  the  text  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  report  to  Con¬ 
gress,  "Toll  Roads  and  Free  Roads,”  clearly  stated  and  emphasized  the  needs 
of  urban  and  municipal  areas.  Then  in  1944,  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  inter¬ 
regional  highways  report  submitted  to  the  Congress  contains  this  statement: 

“Now,  with  the  congestion  of  the  transcity  routes  replacing  rural  highway 
mud  as  the  greatest  of  traffic  barriers,  emphasis  needs  to  be  reversed  and  the 
larger  expenditures  devoted  to  improvements  of  the  city  and  metropolitan  sec¬ 
tions  of  arterial  routes.” 

Through  the  years  since  1944  many  steps  have  been  taken  to  improve  urban 
transportation.  We  feel  that  H.R.  12135  provides  a  means  toward  achieving 
further  constructive  steps  to  improve  the  urban  transportation  situation.  In 
short,  we  approve  H.R.  12135  as  passed  by  the  House  of  Representatives. 


American  Automobile  Association, 

Washington,  D.C.,  August  3, 1962. 

Senator  Patrick  V.  McNamara, 

Chairman,  Roads  Subcommittee, 

Senate  Public  Works  Committee, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 


Dear  Senator  McNamara:  We  sincerely  hope  that  you  will  have  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  read  the  attached  statement  before  the  commencement  of  hearings 
of  the  Roads  Subcommittee  of  the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee  on  Tuesday 
morning. 

We  have  been  very  close  to  all  of  the  elements  involved  in  the  development 
of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962  to  date  and  feel  that  the  points  of 
view  expressed  in  the  enclosed  statement,  particularly  as  to  those  sections  of 
the  bill  which  we  support,  are  worthy  of  your  most  careful  consideration. 

One  of  our  primary  objectives — and  I  am  sure  that  you  share  this  viewpoint — 
is  that  we  should  protect  the  integrity  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  program, 
and  that  is  the  objective  which  we  are  seeking  in  advocating  the  points  of  view 
set  forth  in  the  attached  statement. 

It  is  requested  that  you  include  the  attached  statement  as  a  part  of  the  record 
at  the  opening  session  of  the  hearings. 

Thirty  copies  of  the  attached  statement  will  lie  hand  delivered  to  the  clerk 
of  the  Roads  Subcommittee. 

Very  sincerely  yours, 


Russell  E.  Singer, 
Executive  Vice  President. 


Statement  of  American  Automobile  Association 

The  American  Automobile  Association  is  appreciative  of  the  opportunity  to 
present  its  views  on  pending  highway  legislation,  with  particular  reference  to 
II.R.  12135.  As  an  organization  representing  the  best  interests  of  passenger-car 
owners  and  users,  we  have  naturally  been  concerned  with  highway  development 
since  our  inception.  We  strongly  supported  the  expanded  Federal-aid  highway 
program  adopted  in  1956,  with  special  emphasis  on  the  National  System  of  In¬ 
terstate  and  Defense  Highways.  We  are  therefore  most  anxious  that  no  legis¬ 
lation,  however  well  intentioned,  be  enacted  which  might  disrupt  the  carefully 
laid  plans  developed  by  the  Congress  which  set  a  target  date  for  simultaneous 
completion  of  the  Interstate  System  in  all  the  States. 

Because  of  the  importance  of  the  Interstate  System  to  the  national  welfare, 
to  the  general  economy,  to  the  national  defense,  and  to  the  saving  of  lives,  orderly 
progress  on  this  system  with  nearly  simultaneous  completion  in  all  the  States 
is  clearly  in  the  public  interest. 
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We  believe  that  improvement  of  Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary  routes, 
with  their  urban  extensions,  should  go  forward  along  with  the  Interstate  System. 
Hence,  we  strongly  support  the  authorization  schedules  for  these  roads  con¬ 
tained  in  section  2  of  II. R.  1213"). 

EXTENSION  OF  SECONDARY  ROADS  INTO  URBAN  AREAS 

We  also  support  section  6,  providing  for  the  further  extension  of  certain  parts 
of  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system  into  and  through  urban  areas  so  as  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  an  integrated  and  connected  system.  We  believe  this  is  a  logical  and 
proper  recommendation :  it  is  in  line  with  some  of  our  basic  policies  which  stress 
the  need  for  properly  integrated  Federal-aid  highway  systems  and  the  great 
importance  of  urban  highways. 

RELOCATION  ADVISORY'  ASSISTANCE 

We  also  support  the  change  that  was  made  on  the  House  floor  which  limited 
Federal  responsibility  to  “relocation  advisory  assistance.”  As  reported  out  of 
the  House  Public  Works  Committee,  the  proposed  new  section  dealing  with  re¬ 
location  assistance  carried  the  provision,  under  paragraph  (b),  that  before  ap¬ 
proving  any  Federal-aid  project,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  would  have  to  be 
given  satisfactory  assurance  that  there  existed  “one  or  more  feasible  methods” 
for  the  relocation  of  families  displaced  by  any  Federal-aid  highway  project.  On 
the  floor  of  the  House,  this  was  amended  to  limit  the  requirement  to  the  provi¬ 
sion  of  relocation  advisory  assistance. 

The  American  Automobile  Association  supported  this  amendment  because  it 
was  felt  that  the  language  in  the  bill,  as  reported  out  by  the  committee,  placed 
extraordinary  and  vaguely  defined  powers  in  the  hands  of  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce,  and  that  the  provision  might  well  serve  to  disrupt  the  orderly  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  system  by  creating  unreasonable  delays 
resulting  in  substantially  increased  costs  of  rights-of-way  and  construction. 
We  strongly  urge  that  the  language  in  paragraph  (b)  of  the  relocation  advisory 
assistance  amendment,  as  passed  by  the  House,  be  retained. 

As  to  paragraphs  (c)  and  (d),  providing  payments  from  the  highway  trust 
fund  for  relocation  of  persons  and  businesses,  we  would  like  to  point  out  that 
the  Select  Subcommittee  on  Real  Property  Acquisitions  of  the  House  Public 
Works  Committee  is  currently  considering  this  problem  as  it  relates  to  all 
forms  of  Federal  and  federally  aided  construction.  Instead  of  considering 
relocation  reimbursement  as  part  of  construction  costs  of  highways,  it  seems 
to  us  that  orderly  procedure  would  call  for  consideration  of  relocation  costs  due 
to  highway  construction  in  the  context  of  a  national  policy  governing  all  Federal 
and  federally  aided  construction  projects  as  developed  by  the  Congress. 

Furthermore,  material  developed  by  the  House  roads  subcommittee  showed 
that  estimates  as  to  the  cost  of  these  proposed  reimbursements  vary  all  the  way 
from  $30  to  .$200  million.  In  any  event,  it  is  questionable  whether  such  costs 
are  a  proper  charge  against  the  Highway  Trust  Fund  which  was  established 
for  the  primary  purpose  of  building  roads. 

TRANSPORTATION  PLANNING  IN  URBAN  AREAS 

We  support  the  changes  made  by  the  House  Public  Works  Committee  in  sec¬ 
tion  7  of  H.R.  12135,  pertaining  to  transportation  planning  in  certain  urban 
areas.  Section  7  originally  provided  that,  beginning  no  later  than  July  1,  1965, 
before  approving  highway  projects  in  any  urban  areas,  the  Secretary  must  make 
a  iinding  that  such  projects  “are  consistent  with  adequate  comprehensive  devel¬ 
opment  plans  for  the  metropolitan  areas,  or  are  based  on  the  results  of  a  con¬ 
tinuing  comprehensive  transportation  planning  process  carried  on  cooperatively 
by  the  States  and  local  communities,  and  that  the  Federal-aid  system  so  devel¬ 
oped  will  be  an  integral  part  of  a  soundly  based,  balanced  transportation  system 
for  the  areas  involved.” 

It  is  our  view  that  any  such  requirement  would  subordinate  the  highway  pro¬ 
gram  to  other  community-developed  factors,  would  make  highway  projects  con¬ 
tingent  upon  decisions  and  actions  (or  lack  of  action)  by  units  of  government 
outside  the  highway  field,  and  might  well  place  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  in 
the  position  of  being  unable  to  carry  out,  on  schedule,  the  interstate  highway 
program  as  directed  by  Congress. 
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Fortunately,  this  section  was  amended  in  the  House  Public  Works  Committee 
to  limit  the  requirement  to  a  finding  that  highway  projects  in  urban  areas  of 
more  than  50,000  population  are  based  upon  a  continuing  comprehensive  trans¬ 
portation  planning  process. 

We  believe  this  provision  adequately  assures  comprehensive  transportation 
planning  in  urban  areas  without  threat  of  delays  and  disruption  of  the  urban 
portion  of  the  interstate  highway  program. 

We,  therefore,  respectfully  urge  that  the  present  language  of  section  7  be  re¬ 
tained,  and  that  no  language  be  added  which  would  make  urban  highway  projects 
contingent  upon  either  comprehensive  development  plans  or  the  development  of 
a  balanced  transportation  system. 

MASS  TRANSIT  USE  OF  HIGHWAY  RIGHTS-OF-WAY 

There  is  also  pending  before  your  committee  S.  2780,  which  would  permit  the 
use  of  highway  riglits-of-way  for  passenger  rail  transit  systems  in  metropolitan 
areas.  We  strongly  recommend  that  if  provisions  of  this  bill  are  adopted,  it 
be  clearly  spelled  out  that  the  rights-of-way  adopted  for  rail  transportation 
systems  he  paid  from  sources  other  than  the  Highway  Trust  Fund  and  State 
highway  user  tax  revenues. 

ROADS  FOR  RECREATION 

Authorizations  for  highways  on  lands  under  Federal  ownership  control  or 
jurisdiction  are  or  should  continue  to  be  a  charge  against  the  general  funds  of 
Government  and  not  against  the  highway  trust  fund.  On  that  basis,  we 
heartily  support  section  4  of  H.R.  12135  and  section  3  of  S.  1159,  providing 
authorizations  for  public  lands,  roads,  and  trails  and  forest  recreation  and  ac¬ 
cess  roads.  The  AAA  has  long  felt  that  recreational  resources  have  failed  to 
keep  pace  with  the  growing  requirements  of  the  American  people,  and  we  hope 
that  these  recommended  roads  for  public  lands  and  our  great  national  forests 
would  greatly  aid  in  opening  up  new  recreational  resources  for  the  American 
people. 


The  Associated  General  Contractors  of  America,  Inc., 
Washington,  D.C.,  August  2,  1962. 

Senator  Pat  McNamara, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Public  Roads,  Senate  Public  Works  Committee, 
V.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  McNamara:  The  Associated  General  Contractors  of  America, 
Inc.,  on  behalf  of  the  nearly  7,300  construction  firms  composing  its  membership, 
appreciates  this  opportunity  to  express  its  support  of  H.R.  12135,  a  bill  to  pro¬ 
vide  funds  to  continue  construction  of  the  primary,  secondary,  and  urban  road 
system  on  an  orderly  basis. 

AGC  supports  H.R.  12135 

Highway  contractor  members  of  the  AGC,  according  to  an  analysis  of  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads  figures,  perform  70  percent  of  the  Federal-aid  construction  on 
the  primary  and  interstate  systems.  This  important  part  of  the  industry,  and 
our  association  as  a  whole,  firmly  supports  H.R.  12135. 

At  our  43rd  annual  convention,  held  this  year  in  Los  Angeles,  the  following 
resolution  was  adopted : 

“Federal  Highway  Funds 

“The  43rd  annual  convention  of  the  Associated  General  Contractors  of  Amer¬ 
ica,  Inc.,  meeting  in  Los  Angeles,  Calif.,  February  26  to  March  1,  1962,  urges 
the  87tli  Congress  to  enact  legislation  to  provide  funds  necessary  to  permit  the 
continued  orderly  expansion  of  the  primary,  secondary,  and  urban  road  system.” 

Size  of  A-B-C  program 

We  note  that  H.R.  12135  provides  $950  million  for  fiscal  1964,  and  $975  mil¬ 
lion  for  fiscal  1965,  thus  returning  to  the  intent  of  Congress  regarding  incre¬ 
mental  increases  in  the  A-B-C  program  as  indicated  in  the  hearings  on  the 
Highway  Act  of  1956.  A  point  of  great  merit  in  the  A-B-C  program  is  its 
orderly  continuation  from  year  to  year,  a  point  we  have  emphasized  in  each  of 
our  appearances  before  the  Congress.  This  feature — a  sustained  level  of  con¬ 
tract  awards — has  a  direct  bearing  on  the  level  of  contract  costs  to  be  expected. 
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It  is  impossible  to  conduct  a  highway  construction  program  economically  on  a 
stop-and-go  or  peak-and-valley  basis. 

The  responsible  highway  contractor  of  today  must  be  able  to  plan  ahead  for 
the  expected  amount  of  construction  work  obtainable  in  order  to  conduct  his 
business  enterprise  in  an  effective  and  efficient  manner.  We  believe  this  bill 
encourages  and  supports  orderly  planning. 

Highway  construction  a  large  employer 

The  A-B-C  program,  like  other  highway  construction,  is  a  prime  generator 
of  employment.  According  to  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  each  billion  dollars 
of  Federal-aid  highway  construction  provides  on-site  employment  for  approxi¬ 
mately  48,000  men,  with  a  weekly  payroll  of  about  $4,650,000. 

In  addition  to  the  on-site  employment,  there  is  at  least  as  much  and  probably 
more  off-site  employment  generated.  The  bill  you  are  considering  will  provide, 
with  State  matching  funds,  $3,850  million,  or  employment  for  192, OIK)  men 
earning  a  weekly  payroll  of  about  $18,600,000. 

Diversion  of  highway  funds 

We  also  wish  to  restate  at  this  time  our  long-standing  opposition  to  the  use 
of  money  in  the  highway  trust  fund  for  any  purpose  other  than  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  highways  and  administrative  functions  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads. 

In  this  connection,  our  43rd  annual  convention  adopted  a  pertinent  resolution 
on  a  matter  with  which  we  are  particularly  concerned.  It  reads : 

“Taxation  of  Highway  Contracts  and  Materials 

“Whereas  certain  State  and  local  taxes  are  estimated  to  cost  the  highway 
trust  fund  $50  million  a  year,  and 

“Whereas  this  reduces,  by  the  same  amount,  the  funds  available  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  highways,  the  purpose  for  which  the  trust  fund  was  established : 
Now,  therefore,  be  it 

"Resolved,  That  the  43d  Annual  Convention  of  the  Associated  General  Con¬ 
tractors  of  America,  Inc.,  meeting  in  Los  Angeles,  Calif.,  February  20-March  1, 
1962,  urges  the  87th  Congress  to  enact  legislation  prohibiting  Federal-aid  par¬ 
ticipation  in  taxes  applied  to  gross  receipts  of  highway  contractors,  and  sales 
taxes  applied  to  materials  used  in  highway  contracts.” 

Such  taxation  is,  of  course,  borne  largely  by  the  trust  fund :  50  percent  on 
A-B-C  construction  and  90  percent  on  the  Interstate. 

We  urge  this  committee  to  give  this  matter  serious  consideration  at  the  proper 
time,  and  to  take  any  action  possible  to  eliminate  these  discriminatory  taxes. 

Section  3  of  II. R.  12135,  “Assistance  for  Displaced  Families  and  Businesses,” 
also  concerns  us  in  this  respect.  In  our  testimony  on  H.R.  11199  before  the 
House  Public  Works  Committee  we  stated  that  while  this  provision  seemed 
to  be  a  logical  solution  to  an  often  vexing  problem,  we  were  opposed  to  the  use 
of  highway  trust  fund  money  for  its  support.  We  reiterate  that  position  here. 
We  can  say,  however,  that  we  support  this  provision  provided  its  expenses  are 
not  borne  by  the  trust  fund. 

A-R-C  system  vital  to  Nation 

We  do  not  desire  to  detract  in  any  way  from  the  undoubted  importance  of  the 
Interstate  System,  but  we  believe  that  the  primary  and  secondary  roads  are 
still  the  most  important  to  the  vast  majority  of  our  people  in  their  daily  lives. 
The  farmer  hauling  his  produce  to  market,  the  wage  earner  commuting  to  work, 
the  housewife  on  her  errands — to  these  and  millions  like  them  the  A-B-C  sys¬ 
tem  is  a  necessary  and  vital  part  of  their  lives. 

This  committee  has  always  demonstrated  a  keen  understanding  of  these  needs, 
and  has  taken  constructive  steps  to  meet  them.  We  have  every  confidence  that 
you  will  continue  to  uphold  that  record. 

Contract  construction  aids  program 

The  highway  contracting  industry  is  highly  competitive,  and  this  competi¬ 
tion  is  itself  the  best  protector  of  public  funds.  In  the  calendar  year  1961,  38,466 
separate  bids  were  received  for  the  6.653  highway  contracts  awarded,  an  aver¬ 
age  of  5.8  bids  per  job.  The  6,653  contracts  were  awarded  to  3,750  different 
firms,  at  prices  ranging  from  slightly  less  than  1  percent  to  20.1  percent  under 
the  engineers’  estimates  for  those  jobs.  This  represents  a  savings  to  the  tax¬ 
payer  of  $298,856,014  in  1961  alone. 
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In  the  years  1957-61,  the  engineers’  estimates  for  all  Federal-aid  highway  work 
was  .$16,643,583,555.  This  is  what  the  States  considered  a  fair  and  reasonable 
price  for  this  work.  In  fact,  however,  the  contractors  built  it  for  $14,978,925,- 
200,  10  percent  below  those  estimates.  This  represents  a  savings  of  $1,664,658,- 
355. 

It  remains  clear,  therefore,  that  free  and  open  competitive  bidding  is  the  most 
effective  guardian  of  public  works  money. 


Contractors'  prices  remain  stable 


Highway  contractors  are  today  performing  common  excavation  for  almost 
exactly  the  same  unit  prices  as  they  did  40  years  ago,  although  during  that 
time  wage  rates,  material  prices,  and  equipment  prices  have  risen  tremendously. 
The  answer,  then,  can  lie  only  in  improved  methods  and  techniques  of  construc¬ 
tion,  and  in  the  contractor’s  willingness  to  invest  large  amounts  of  capital  in 
new  equipment  of  high  productivity.  Thirty  years  ago,  for  example,  a  high¬ 
way  contractor  could  equip  himself  to  do  a  million  dollar  job  for  $200,000. 
That  same  spread  today  would  cost  more  than  $2  million. 

The  average  highway  contractor  is  constantly  seeking  was  to  improve  his  op¬ 
erations,  to  eliminate  waste,  and  to  place  himself  in  a  stronger  competitive 
position.  He  must  do  this  or  he  cannot  survive. 

This  self-improvement  is  not  a  new  or  recent  endeavor ;  the  cooperative  acti¬ 
vities  of  the  AGC  and  the  American  Association  of  State  Highway  Officials  be¬ 
gan  in  1921,  and  have  continued  for  41  years.  These  activities  have  resulted 
in  improved  specifications,  methods,  equipment,  materials,  construction  prac¬ 
tices,  and  tangible  savings  to  the  public. 

The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads-State  highway  department-contractor  team  has 
worked  well,  and  has  served  the  Nation  well,  for  46  years.  The  highway  con¬ 
tractors  will  continue  to  provide  the  country  with  well-built  highways  at  eco¬ 
nomical  prices,  based  on  free  and  open  competition,  with  contracts  awarded  to 
t  he  lowest  responsible  bidder. 

We  respectfully  request  that  this  statement  be  included  in  the  printed  hear¬ 
ings. 


Sincerely  yours, 


William  E.  Dunn,  Executive  Director. 


Missouri  State  Highway  Commission, 

Jefferson  City ,  Mo.,  August  8,  1962. 

Hon.  Stuart  Symington, 

U.S.  Senator, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Symington  :  It  is  our  undestanding  that  Senate  public  hearings 
on  the  1962  Federal-aid  highway  bill  (H.R.  12135)  are  scheduled  for  August  7 
and  8. 

Believing  that  you  may  desire  to  have  the  opinion  of  the  members  of  the 
Missouri  State  Highway  Commission  and  the  highway  department’s  staff,  the 
following  information  is  respectfully  submitted. 

The  provisions  of  House  Resolution  12135,  as  passed  by  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  July  18  while  not  entirely  satisfactory,  are  in  the  main  acceptable. 

The  members  of  the  Missouri  State  Highway  Commission  and  department  are 
vigorously  opposed  to  any  revision  of  paragraph  (b)  of  section  3  of  House  Resolu¬ 
tion  12135,  relating  to  “Relocation  Assistance”  appearing  in  lines  21  to  24,  in¬ 
clusive,  on  page  3.  and  lines  1  to  3,  inclusive,  on  page  4,  of  the  proposed  highway 
bill. 

This  viewpoint  is  offered  for  your  consideration  due  to  the  fact  we  earnestly 
believe  that,  should  section  3  be  altered  to  conform  with  or  to  be  similar  to  the 
original  language  of  House  Resolution  11199,  as  introduced  by  Representative 
Buckley,  of  New  York,  progress  on  Missouri’s  Federal-aid  road  construction  will 
be  seriously  delayed  and  its  costs  considerably  increased.  Should  you  desire  any 
elaboration  on  this  observation,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  advise. 

Both  the  Missouri  State  Highway  Commission  and  department  realize  that 
your  judgment  and  action  with  respect  to  the  1962  Federal-aid  bill  will  be  mo¬ 
tivated  entirely  by  a  conscientious  desire  to  provide  a  reasonable  and  workable 
measure.  Naturally,  we  solicit  your  assistance  in  effecting  a  highway  bill  that 
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will  enable  Missouri  to  best  maintain  satisfactory  progress  in  keeping  with  the 
intent  of  prior  Federal-aid  highway  legislation. 

Yours  very  respectfully, 

J.  J.  Corbett, 

Chief  Engineer. 


National  Wildlife  Federation, 
Washington,  D.C.,  August  6, 1962. 

Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

New  Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 


Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  Thank  you  for  your  letter  of  July  31,  1962,  inviting  com¬ 
ments  upon  your  proposal  to  provide  increased  authorizations  for  forest  develop¬ 
ment  roads  and  trails,  Indian  reservation  roads,  and  public  lands  highways,  and 
authorization  for  the  construction  of  national  forest  recreation  and  access  roads. 
Due  to  a  conflict  in  meetings,  it  will  be  impossible  for  me  to  attend  public  hear¬ 
ings  scheduled  for  August  7-8,  1962,  so  I  would  be  pleased  to  have  this  letter 
made  a  part  of  the  record. 

I  have  just  returned  from  a  lengthy  trip  through  portions  of  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west.  During  this  trip  I  was  privileged  to  see  or  visit  several  national  forests, 
parks,  and  public  domain  areas,  traveling  by  airplane,  auto,  horseback,  and 
boat. 

Without  going  into  detail.  I  should  like  to  emphasize  one  particular  impression 
of  this  trip :  the  recreational  use  of  outdoor  areas  by  the  public  is  growing  by 
leaps  and  bounds.  We  know  this  situation  which  I  observed  in  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west  is  true  in  all  parts  of  the  Nation.  Therefore,  I  believe  there  is  a  definite 
need  for  forest  roads  and  accesses  which  can  be  justified  completely  and  entirely 
because  of  the  great  public  benefits  in  recreation. 

We  are  not  suggesting  that  recreational  roads  be  reserved  for  this  single  use. 
We  believe  that  proper  management  of  roads  can  result  in  meeting  many  needs, 
including  timber  harvest,  without  impairment  to  any  use.  However,  I  am  con¬ 
vinced  that  the  public  need  for  recreational  roads  and  accesses  is  so  great  that 
construction  can  be  justified  for  this  reason  alone  and  need  not  be  dependent 
upon  commercial  benefits  as  well. 

I  also  am  of  the  opinion  that  “forest  recreation  ways”  are  justified  in  many 
particular  places  in  all  regions  of  the  Nation.  These  should  be  managed  for 
the  maximum  scenic  and  recreational  values,  as  are  national  parkways,  but 
need  not  necessarily  be  limited  to  this  one  particular  use. 

An  authorization  of  $25  million  per  year  for  this  purpose  for  2  fiscal  years,  as 
proposed  by  S.  1159,  is  reasonable. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  like  to  call  attention  to  another  proposal 
before  your  committee  which  also  deals  with  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1962.  This  is  S.  2767,  by  Senator  Metcalf,  and  it  would  protect  fish  and  wildlife 
and  recreation  resources  in  the  construction  of  Federal-aid  highways.  Evidence 
from  many  parts  of  the  country  is  building  up  a  strong  case  for  the  need  for 
greater  care  in  planning  and  constructing  highways.  We,  of  course,  favor  im¬ 
provement  of  highway  transportation  except  for  the  unnecessary  invasion  of 
unique  and  important  natural  areas  in  construction.  However,  the  losses  of  fish 
and  wildlife  habitat  and  recreational  areas  to  highway  construction  are  great 
and  merits  the  protection  proposed  in  S.  2767. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  make  these  observations. 

Sincerely, 


Thomas  L.  Kimball,  Executive  Director. 


Senator  McNamara.  The  committee  is  seeking  to  get  permission  to 
reconvene  at  2  o’clock  today.  We  have  not  obtained  that  permission 
from  the  Senate  yet.  We  will  assume  that  we  are  going  to  obtain 
such  permission  and  reconvene  at  2  o’clock  today.  The  first  witness 
this  afternoon  will  be  Major  General  Prentiss.  Thank  you  very 
much. 

(Thereupon,  at  11:50  a.m.,  the  subcommittee  recessed,  to  reconvene 
at  2  p.m.,  of  the  same  day.) 
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AFTERNOON  SESSION 

Senator  McNamara.  The  hearing  will  be  in  order. 
iVe  understand  that  Mr.  Koch,  president  of  the  National  Limestone 
Institute,  wants  to  present  a  statement  for  the  record. 

Is  Mr.  Koch  here  ? 

Then  his  statement  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  at  this  point. 
(The  statement  referred  to  follows :) 

Statement  of  Robert  it.  Koch,  President,  National  Limestone  Institute,  Inc. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  would  like  to  express  my 
appreciation  for  the  opportunity  to  present  the  views  of  the  members  of  the 
organization  which  I  represent.  My  name  is  Robert  M.  Koch  and  I  am  the 
president  of  the  National  Limestone  Institute,  Inc.,  with  headquarters  in  Wash¬ 
ington.  Although  most  of  you  are  very  familiar  with  the  work  of  our  organiza¬ 
tion — in  fact,  I  had  the  pleasure  of  presenting  a  statement  to  your  committee 
earlier  in  the  year  in  conjunction  with  the  hearings  on  new  materials  and  new 
methods  of  construction  using  known  materials — I  would  still  like  to  take  just 
a  moment  to  tell  you  who  we  are. 

We  are  a  national  association  organized  in  1945  with  a  membership  represent¬ 
ative  of  the  entire  limestone  industry — having  over  550  members,  including 
producers  of  limestone  aggregate  sold  commercially  for  road  construction  and 
producers  of  limestone  aggregate  who  are  also  engaged  in  the  actual  construction 
of  our  roads  and  streets. 

I  would  like  to  mention  at  this  time,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  leadership  of 
this  committee  in  past  years,  the  recent  initiation  of  hearings  on  new  materials 
and  new  methods  of  construction  using  known  materials,  and  the  invitation  to 
witnesses  in  conjunction  with  this  bill  now  being  considered  exemplifies  the  keen 
interest  of  you  and  each  member  of  this  committee  in  promoting  and  encourag¬ 
ing  an  adequate  and  efficient  highway  system  for  this  great  Nation  of  ours. 
And  I  want  to  assure  you  that  the  National  Limestone  Institute  has  in  the  past 
and  will  continue  in  the  future  to  devote  its  efforts  toward  the  advancement 
of  improved  methods  and  techniques  and  toward  the  efficient  utilization  of 
materials  in  highway  construction  and  in  other  activities  in  support  of  long- 
range,  balanced,  and  soundly  financed  highway  program  adequate  to  meet  the 
growing  demands  of  traffic,  to  provide  for  the  economic  development  of  our 
country,  and  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  national  defense. 

The  limestone  industry  plays  a  large  part  in  our  expanded  highway  program 
since  it  extracts  approximately  450  million  tons  of  material  annually,  nearly 
60  percent  of  which  is  used  as  road  stone  and  concrete  aggregate.  The  latest 
Bureau  of  Mines’  figures  indicate  that  our  Nation’s  roadbuilders  are  able  to 
purchase  their  limestone  aggregate  at  an  average  f.o.b.  plant  price  of  $1.30 
per  ton,  a  real  bargain  for  such  an  essential  roadbuilding  material. 

The  National  Limestone  Institute  wishes  to  go  on  record  as  supporting  H.R. 
12135  which,  as  you  know,  is  the  compromise  bill  passed  by  the  House.  It  is  a 
necessary  bill  as  it  will  reestablish  the  congressional  intent  of  increasing 
authorizations  on  our  key  A-B-C  highway  systems  $25  million  annually  until  a 
minimum  of  $1  billion  is  reached  and  which  was  interrupted  by  the  1960  act. 
Our  position  in  supporting  this  section  of  the  bill  is  not  new,  for,  as  you  know, 
we  were  one  of  the  original  exponents  of  this  legislation. 

Each  year  I  have  presented  testimony  for  the  National  Limestone  Institute 
emphasizing  the  need  for  adequate  funds  to  maintain  the  A-B-C  system  on  a 
$25  million  annual  increment  until  it  reaches  a  minimum  of  $1  billion  annually. 
I  have  repeatedly  pointed  out  that  the  continuation  of  this  original  proposal  is 
something  that  should  not  be  set  aside  when  congressional  committees  and 
administration  planners  are  considering  the  total  highway  program. 

It  has  been  pointed  up  many  times  that  our  A-B-C  system  handles  the 
majority  of  our  Nation’s  highway  traffic.  It  has  been  brought  to  your  attention 
that  many  businesses  in  the  roadbuilding  family  cannot  get  work  on  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  because  of  the  size  of  the  contracts,  and  A-B-C  work  is  their  only 
work.  It  is  well  known  by  this  committee  that  A-B-C  contracts  generate  a 
larger  dollar  volume  than  does  the  Interstate  System  since  the  States  match 
the  Federal  A-B-C  appropriations  dollar  for  dollar  but  only  match  interstate 
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appropriations  on  a  90-percent  Federal  10- percent  State  basis.  In  other  words, 
for  each  Federal  dollar  on  A-B-C  highways  there  is  $2  of  work,  hut  for  each 
Federal  dollar  on  the  Interstate  System  there  is  only  $1.11  of  work.  Why  then 
should  we  not  adhere  to  the  original  policy  of  the  Congress  expressed  in  passing 
both  the  1956  and  1058  Federal-Aid  Highway  Acts? 

In  support  of  this  bill,  I  would  like  to  point  out  that  according  to  the  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads  approximately  12,000  miles  of  the  Interstate  System  have 
been  completed  to  11)72  standards.  Already  the  increased  traffic  generated  by 
these  new  expressways  is  placing  heavy  demands  for  the  improvement  of  con¬ 
necting  A-B-C  feeder  roads.  As  additional  mileage  of  interstate  highways  is 
opened  to  traffic,  the  demand  for  improvement  of  connecting  routes  will  become 
more  acute.  It  is,  therefore,  essential  that  the  amounts  provided  in  H.R.  12135 
for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  be  approved  if  we  are  to  maintain  a  proper 
balance  between  the  development  of  the  Interstate  System  and  the  A-B-C 
systems. 

The  members  of  this  committee  are  well  aware  of  the  present  inadequacies 
in  our  A-B-C  highways.  These  inadequacies  have  concerned  this  committee 
for  many  years;  yet,  in  spite  of  the  committee’s  outstanding  efforts,  much  re¬ 
mains  to  be  done. 

We  have  many  thousands  of  miles  of  roads  with  insufficient  lane  widths,  im¬ 
proper  vertical  and  horizontal  alinement  or  outmoded  paving. 

In  the  course  of  the  4-year  highway  cost  allocation  study,  conducted  by  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  pursuant  to  section  210  of  the  1956  Highway  Act,  the 
State  highway  departments  were  asked  to  provide  estimates  using  uniform 
criteria  of  the  improvement  needs  and  corresponding  costs  on  the  Federal-aid 
primary  and  secondary  systems  in  the  several  States  for  the  15-year  period, 
July  1,  1956.  to  June  30,  1971.  The  grand  total  of  needs  was  set  at  $71,641 
billion.  Under  present  conditions,  approximately  $31  billion  will  be  provided 
by  Federal-aid  apportionments  and  State  matching  funds  leaving  approxi¬ 
mately  $40  billion  worth  of  projects  to  be  financed  without  Federal  aid  or 
left  undone.  With  this  tremendous  requirement,  I  believe  we  are  fully  justi¬ 
fied  in  recommending  the  A-B-C  authorizations  contained  in  H.R.  12135. 

In  considering  the  other  sections  of  this  bill  and  the  justification  for  their 
adoption,  we  ask  only  that  this  committee  consider  the  points  I  have  men¬ 
tioned  and  keep  in  mind  that  the  majority  of  our  Nation’s  materialmen  have 
their  quarry  sites  in  rural  areas,  and  their  livelihood  depends  principally  upon 
work  on  the  secondary  Federal-aid  highway  system. 

In  closing,  I  want  to  reiterate,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  our  membership  feels  very 
strongly  that  the  minimum  we  as  a  nation  should  be  doing  to  improve  our 
A-B-C  systems  is  to  have  the  principle  of  increasing  the  annual  amount  author¬ 
ized  for  the  construction  of  these  highways  adopted  by  the  Congress. 

Again,  I  want  to  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  each  member  of  this  com¬ 
mittee  for  the  privilege  of  presenting  this  testimony  to  you. 

Senator  McNamara.  Now,  General,  if  you  will  come  forward,  and 
we  have  a  copy  of  your  prepared  statement,  you  may  proceed  in  your 
own  manner. 

STATEMENT  OF  MAJ.  GEN.  LOUIS  W.  PRENTISS,  U.S.  ARMY 

(RETIRED),  EXECUTIVE  VICE  PRESIDENT,  AMERICAN  ROAD 
BUILDERS’  ASSOCIATION 

General  Prentiss.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee, 
my  name  is  Louis  W.  Prentiss,  and  I  am  the  executive  vice  president 
of  the  American  Road  Builders’  Association  with  headquarters  in 
Washington.  We  are  a  national  organization,  organized  in  1902, 
with  membership  representative  of  the  entire  highway  industry  and 
the  highway  engineering  profession.  Our  membership  includes 
highway  officials  and  engineers  at  all  levels  of  government  ;  faculty 
members  and  students  of  colleges  and  universities  offering  instruction 
in  highway  engineering;  engineers  in  private  practice;  investment 
and  commercial  bankers;  highway  contractors;  manufacturers  and 
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distributors  of  highway  construction  equipment;  and  materials  pro¬ 
ducers  and  suppliers.  Over  5,000  leaders  in  the  highway  held  lend 
their  support  to  ARBA. 

Since  1902,  ARBA  has  devoted  its  efforts  toward  the  advancement 
of  improved  methods  and  techniques  in  highway  engineering,  admin¬ 
istration,  and  construction,  toward  the  efficient  utilization  of  mate¬ 
rials  and  equipment;  and  in  other  activities  in  support  of  a  long-range, 
balanced,  and  soundly  financed  highway  program  adequate  to  meet 
the  growing  demands  of  traffic,  to  provide  for  the  economic  develop¬ 
ment  of  our  country,  and  to  meet  the  requirements  of  the  national 
defense. 

In  furtherance  of  these  objectives,  we  welcome  this  opportunity  to 
present  testimony  in  support  of  H.R.  12135,  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1962,  in  the  form  in  which  it  was  passed  by  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

We  strongly  support  the  authorization  of  $950  million  for  the 
A-B-C  program  for  fiscal  year  1964  and  $975  million  for  fiscal  year 
1965.  We  realize  that  the  latter  figure  is  $25  million  more  than  was 
recommended  by  the  administration;  however,  we  believe  that  the 
larger  amount  is  justifiable  for  the  following  reasons : 

(1)  The  pressing  needs  for  the  improvement  of  the  primary,  sec¬ 
ondary,  and  urban  Federal-aid  systems  should  be  met  at  the  earliest 
possible  time,  consistent  with  sound  planning  and  sound  financing. 
We  believe  that  the  highway  authorization  proposed  in  H.R.  12135 
can  be  apportioned  without  disturbing  the  capability  of  the  highway 
trust  fund,  and  that  this  extra  money — relatively  small  though  it 
may  be — will  aid  materially  when  doubled  with  State  matching  funds 
in  assisting  the  States  to  better  balance  their  highway  construction 
programs ; 

2.  Approximately  12,000  miles  of  the  Interstate  System  are  com¬ 
pleted.  Already  the  traffic  desiring  to  use  the  new  expressways  is 
placing  heavy  demand  for  the  improvement  of  connecting  A-B-C 
roads.  As  additional  mileage  of  interstate  roads  is  open  to  traffic, 
the  demand  for  improvement  of  connecting  routes  will  become  more 
acute.  It  is,  therefore,  essential  that  the  amounts  provided  in  H.R. 
12135  for  the  fiscal  year  1965  be  approved  if  we  are  to  maintain  a 
proper  balance  between  the  development  of  the  Interstate  System 
and  the  A-B-C  systems. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  deviate  from  my  paper  just  a  minute 
here.  My  concept  of  a  balanced  highway  program  is  predicated  upon 
this  thought.  We  are  developing  an  Interstate  Highway  System 
which  when  completed  is  expected  to  carry  20  percent  of  the  total 
vehicle  mileage  of  the  Unit-ecl  States.  But  it  can  carry  this  20 
percent  only  if  the  access  roads  and  the  exit  roads  to  and  from  it  are 
built  in  time  to  permit  it.  Therefore,  we  feel  that  a  balanced  pro¬ 
gram  means  that  we  are  building  the  A-B-C  system  rapidly  enough 
to  insure  that  when  this  interstate  system  is  finished  in  1972  or  1973 
or  1974  that  this  traffic  that  will  use  it  will  be  able  to  get  on  and  get 
off  of  it. 

The  members  of  this  committee  are  well  aware  of  the  present  in¬ 
adequacies  of  our  A-B-C  highways.  These  inadequacies  have  con¬ 
cerned  this  committee  for  many  years.  Thanks  to  the  foresight  and 
efforts  of  your  committee,  Mr.  Chairman,  improvement  of  the  A-B-C 
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system  has  been  substantially  stepped  up  in  recent  years.  However, 
much  remains  to  be  done. 

We  have  many  thousands  of  miles  of  roads  with  insufficient  lane 
widths,  dangerous  shoulders,  improper  vertical  and  horizontal  aline- 
ment,  narrow  bridges,  inadequate  signing  and  marking,  womout  and 
outmoded  paving. 

As  part  of  the  4-year  highway  cost  allocation  study  conducted  by 
the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  pursuant  to  section  210  of  the  1956  High¬ 
way  Act,  the  State  highway  departments  were  asked  to  provide  esti¬ 
mates,  using  uniform  criteria,  of  the  improvement  needs  and  corre¬ 
sponding  costs  of  the  Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary  systems  in 
the  several  States,  for  the  15-year  period,  July  1,  1956  to  June  30, 
1971.  The  grand  total  of  needs  was  set  at  $71,641  billion.  Under 
present  levels  of  expenditure,  approximately  $31  billion,  including  the 
expenditures  from  1956  to  date,  will  be  provided  by  Federal-aid 
apportionments  and  State  matching  funds,  leaving  approximately 
$40  billion  worth  of  projects  to  be  financed  without  Federal  aid  or 
left  undone.  With  this  tremendous  requirement,  I  believe  we  are 
fully  justified  in  recommending  the  A-B-C  authorizations  contained 
in  H.R,  12135. 

Section  3  of  the  bill  dealing  with  assistance  for  displaced  families 
and  businesses  has  much  merit  but,  at  the  same  time,  contains  a  very 
basic  fault  in  our  opinion.  The  fault  lies  in  saddling  the  highway 
trust  fund  with  the  moving  expenses  of  displaced  persons  neither 
contemplated  nor  provided  for  in  the  1960  cost  estimate. 

I  would  like  to  add,  also,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  when  these  Federal 
taxes  on  highway  users  were  increased  it  was  done  with  what  we  feel 
was  more  or  less  of  a  commitment  to  the  highway  users  that  the  money 
would  be  utilized  for  the  purposes  then  considered  in  the  highway 
program. 

We  are  opposed,  in  principle,  to  any  proposal  which  goes  beyond  the 
purposes  for  which  the  highway  trust  fund  was  set  up  and  from  which 
new  taxes  were  levied  and  which  results  in  added  expenditures  from 
the  trust  fund,  unless  provision  is,  at  the  same  time,  made  for  a  com¬ 
mensurate  increase  in  highway  trust,  fund  revenues.  While  it  may 
be  that  the  cost  of  the  proposed  relocation  program  to  the  Federal 
Government  is  sufficiently  small  that  expenses  can  be  met  from  the 
trust  fund  without  undue  damage  to  the  highway  program,  we  are, 
nevertheless,  firmly  opposed  to  the  establishment  of  any  precedent 
which  might  open  the  door  to  future  proposals  to  add  unanticipated 
costs  to  the  burden  already  carried  by  the  highway  trust  fund. 

Section  6  of  the  bill  would  permit  the  States  greater  flexibil¬ 
ity  in  utilizing  Federal-aid  secondary  funds  for  projects  within  urban 
areas.  Significantly,  the  reaction  to  this  proposal  from  those  of  our 
members  who  are  county  engineers  and  officials  has  been  quite  favor¬ 
able.  County  highway  administrators,  both  those  in  rural  areas  and 
those  in  urban  counties,  recognize  the  proposed  provision  of  law  as 
one  which  would  be  helpful  in  development  of  the  total  highway  sys¬ 
tem. 

Section  7  of  the  bill  emphasizes  the  importance  of  the  cooperative 
action  between  Federal  and  State  Governments  in  transportation 
planning  and  places  major  responsibility  therefor  on  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce.  We  support  section  7  as  now  worded. 
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The  State  highway  departments  and  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
have  good  reason  to  take  pride  in  the  great  contributions  they  have 
made  in  recent  years  in  the  comprehensive  transportation  planning 
field. 

Section  9  of  the  bill  makes  increased  Federal-aid  funds  available  for 
State  highway  department  activities  in  highway  planning  and  re¬ 
search. 

The  matter  of  expanding  the  research  and  development  activities 
of  the  highway  departments,  the  highway  industry  and  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  is  one  which  deserves  congressional  encouragement. 

We  do  not  recommend  that  extraneous  amendments  be  appended  to 
H.R.  12135,  but  I  would  like  to  mention  briefly  several  legislative  mat¬ 
ters  which  were  the  subject  of  resolutions  adopted  by  the  American 
Road  Builders’  Association  at  its  60th  annual  convention  this  year  in 
San  Francisco. 

In  our  opinion,  these  matters  should  be  considered  by  the  appro¬ 
priate  committees  of  Congress  early  in  1963. 

We  recommend : 

1.  Consideration  by  the  Public  Works  Committee  of  legislative 
steps  to  halt  the  loss  of  money  from  the  highway  trust  fund  resulting 
from  State  and  local  taxation  of  the  gross  receipts  of  contractors, 
construction  contracts,  and  sales  and  use  taxes  applied  to  highway 
materials  and  highway  equipment.  More  than  $35  million  per  year  is 
diverted  from  the  highway  trust  fund  to  purposes  other  than  the 
Federal -aid  highway  program  by  this  practice,  and  the  practice  is  con¬ 
tinuing  to  grow. 

2.  Legislative  action  to  restore  the  administrative  regulation  pro¬ 
hibiting  the  use  of  prison-made  materials  on  Federal-aid  highway 
projects.  This  regulation,  which  has  been  in  effect  for  25  years,  was 
upset  last  fall  by  a  ruling  of  the  Comptroller  General,  and  legislative 
relief  is  needed. 

3.  Consideration  by  the  Public  Works  Committee  of  a  feasible 
means  of  reimbursing  the  States  for  toll  roads  not  built  with  inter¬ 
state  funds  but  incorporated  into  the  Interstate  System,  such  reim¬ 
bursement  to  come  from  the  general  fund  of  the  Treasury. 

4.  Legislative  action  to  direct  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  to  study 
the  advisability  of  permitting  the  construction  of  a  reasonable  number 
of  restaurants  and  service  stations  on  the  Interstate  System  right- 
of-way.  As  longer  stretches  of  Interstate  System  come  into  use, 
there  are  increasing  complaints  from  motorists  that  they  are  incon¬ 
venienced  by  the  necessity  of  leaving  the  interstate  routes  to  find 
food  and  fuel. 

We  are  grateful  indeed  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  this 
committee  and  for  the  consideration  which  this  committee  has  given 
in  the  past  to  the  views  of  the  American  Road  Builders’  Association. 

Senator  McNamara.  We  appreciate  your  cooperation  and  your 
appearance  here  today. 

In  reference  to  section  9  of  the  bill  that  you  just  made  reference 
to,  dealing  with  the  increase  in  Federal-aid  funds  of  State  highway 
department  activities  in  highway  planning  and  research,  this  does 
appear  to  be  an  additional  drain  on  the  fund.  But,  in  fact,  were  not 
Federal  funds  already  available  for  planning  under  the  existing 
law? 
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General  Prentiss.  Already  available  at  iy2  percent  of  it ;  yes,  sir. 

Senator  McNamara.  To  your  knowledge  has  it  been  used  for  such 
purposes? 

General  Prentiss.  It  has  been  used  but  not  in  total.  In  other 
words,  some  States  have  used  it  and  some  States  have  not. 

Senator  McNamara.  So  this  spelling  it  out  by  adding  this  section  9 
is  more  or  less  an  encouragement  to  other  States  to  use  the  method 
that  has  already  been  in  effect  in  some  States  ? 

General  Prentiss.  Yes,  sir.  And  it  certainly  points  toward  de¬ 
velopment  of  more  efficient  moneysaving  ways  of  building  better 
highways,  and  we  are  strongly  in  support  of  the  concept. 

Senator  McNamara.  I  believe  you  heard  my  statement  of  my  posi¬ 
tion  in  relation  to  this  relocation  business.  I  feel  very  strongly  about, 
it  and  I  am  glad  to  have  your  agreement. 

General  Prentiss.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Senator  McNamara.  Senator  Moss. 

Senator  Moss.  I  have  no  question,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  came  late  so 
that  I  did  not  get  to  hear  the  witness.  I  regret  it  and  I  am  just 
skimming  through  his  statement  now. 

Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you  very  much,  General. 

General  Prentiss.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Senator  McNamara.  Our  next  witness  is  Mr.  John  Mackie,  first 
vice  president  of  the  American  Association  of  State  Highway  Officials. 
Mr.  Mackie,  it  seems  we  know  you  by  some  other  title. 

STATEMENT  OE  JOHN  MACKIE,  FIRST  VICE  PRESIDENT,  AMERICAN 
ASSOCIATION  OF  STATE  HIGHWAY  OFFICIALS 

Mr.  Mackie.  Yes,  sir;  it  is  certainly  an  honor  to  appear  before 
your  committee,  Senator. 

Before  I  start.  I  would  like  to  mention  that  we  have  two  other  high¬ 
way  administrators  in  the  room,  Frank  Lyon,  administrator  of  the 
highway  department  from  Oklahoma  and  Mr.  Dwight  Bray,  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  the.  AASHO  legislative  committee  and  former  past  vice  presi¬ 
dent  of  AASHO,  State  highway  commissioner  from  Kentucky. 

Senator  McNamara.  Is  it  your  desire  to  have  them  sit  with  you  at 
the  table? 

Mr.  Mackie.  No.  I  would  just  like  to  have  them  introduced. 

Senator  McNamara.  You  may  proceed  in  your  own  way,  sir. 

Mr.  Mackie.  In  view  of  the  circumstances,  Senator,  I  think  with 
your  permission  I  would  like  to  forgo  the  formal  reading  of  the  entire 
statement  I  have  prepared.  It  has  been  distributed  to  you  and  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee.  I  would  like  to  have  it  introduced  into  the 
record  in  total  and  with  your  permission  just  read  one  or  two  pertinent 
facts  that,  indicates  the  collective  thinking  of  the  members  of  the  State 
highway  departments  of  AASHO. 

Senator  McNamara.  Very  well. 

Without  objection,  then  the  complete  statement  of  Mr.  Mackie  will 
be  included  in  the  record  at  this  point. 
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(Tlie  statement  referred  to  follows :) 

Statement  of  J.  C.  Mackie,  First  Vice  President,  American  Association 
of  State  Highway  Officials 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  am  J.  C.  Mackie,  the  elected 
State  highway  commissioner  of  Michigan,  and  the  elected  lirst  vice  president  of 
the  American  Association  of  State  Highway  Officials. 

It  is  in  the  latter  capacity  that  I  am  appearing  before  you  today,  and  in  so 
doing  and  in  accordance  with  our  policy,  I  am  representing  the  views  of  two- 
thirds  or  more  of  the  chief  administrative  officers  of  the  several  State  highway 
departments  on  each  of  the  several  matters  that  I  will  discuss. 

This  testimony  on  H.R.  12135,  is  based  on  an  official  AASHO  policy  statement 
developed  and  adopted  by  the  heads  of  the  State  highway  departments  at  our 
last  annual  meeting,  and  upon  recent  polls  on  subjects  and  proposed  legislation 
that  have  developed  subsequent  to  that  annual  meeting. 

We  follow  this  procedure  so  that  we  may  give  you  the  collective  thinking  of 
the  men  who  administer  the  State  highway  departments  and  direct  the  Federal- 
aid  highway  programs  in  the  States,  thereby  saving  the  valuable  time  of  your 
committee  by  eliminating  the  necessity  of  your  having  to  hear  many  State 
witnesses. 

H.R.  12135,  as  passed  by  the  House,  is  generally  acceptable  to  the  overwhelm¬ 
ing  majority  of  the  State  highway  departments. 

With  regard  to  specific  sections  of  the  bill,  I  have  the  following  comments  : 

Section  2 — “Authorizations.”  A-B-C  authorizations,  increased  $25  million 
annually,  are  in  accordance  with  AASHO  wishes  and  our  official  policy  state¬ 
ment,  a  copy  of  which  is  attached. 

As  for  Federal  domain  roads  of  the  various  categories,  the  authorizations  are 
satisfactory.  The  increase  in  forest  development  roads  and  trails  is  satisfac¬ 
tory,  inasmuch  as  we  note  from  the  House  Public  Works  Committee  report  that 
these  funds  are  not  to  come  from  the  highway  trust  fund.  This  is  in  conformity 
with  our  policy  statement. 

Section  3 — As  for  this  section  on  “Assistance  for  Displaced  Families  and 
Businesses,”  47  of  the  State  highway  departments  report  that  the  language  is 
acceptable  or  that  they  believe  they  can  live  with  it ;  however,  on  the  basis  of  a 
recent  poll,  8  would  prefer  to  see  the  section  stricken  altogether.  It  is  our  esti¬ 
mate  that  the  total  cost  of  moving  people  and  businesses  will  come  to  some 
$200  million. 

To  date,  the  orderly  moving  of  people  and  businesses  displaced  by  the  highway 
program  has  not  been  a  problem  of  any  magnitude.  Some  few  States  already 
pay  moving  costs ;  however,  most  do  not — but  the  hardships  and  human  problems 
anticipated  by  some  are  not  materializing. 

Practically  every  State  highway  department  is  vigorously  opposed  to  any  pro¬ 
posal  to  replace  the  so-called  Baldwin  amendment  now  in  H.R.  12135  with  the 
original  language  of  S.  3136,  that  would  make  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  as  a 
condition  precedent  to  his  approving  a  Federal-aid  highway  project,  require  the 
State  highway  department,  through  an  agency  or  agencies  acceptable  to  the 
Secretary,  to  assure  that  there  is  a  feasible  method  for  the  temporary  relocation 
of  families  displaced  by  acquisition  or  clearance  of  rights-of-way  for  any  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  highways,  and  that  there  are  or  will  be  provided  in  areas  not  generally 
less  desirable  in  regard  to  the  availability  of  public  utilities  and  public  and 
commercial  facilities  at  rents  or  prices  within  the  financial  means  of  the  families 
displaced  by  the  acquisition  or  clearance  of  such  rights-of-way,  decent,  safe, 
and  sanitary  dwellings  adequate  in  number  to  accommodate  such  displaced 
families  and  reasonably  accessible  to  their  places  of  employment. 

It  is  considered  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  State  highway  administra¬ 
tors,  charged  with  the  responsibility  of  moving  the  big  Federal-aid  highway  pro¬ 
gram,  that  such  a  requirement  and  certification  could  afford  an  effective  means 
of  legally  challenging  the  correctness  of  such  a  certification  for  the  express 
purpose  of  delaying  vitally  needed  highway  work,  especially  in  urban  areas. 

We  realize  most  major  highway  projects  are  controversial  in  the  planning 
stages,  but  not  after  the  work  is  completed,  and  generally  the  opposition  is  a 
vocal  minority,  and  such  opposition  must  be  considered  in  relation  to  the  welfare 
and  interests  of  the  general  public. 

We  are  ready  to  accept  our  responsibility  for  making  plans  and  decisions  and 
taking  action  to  do  the  highway  job,  but  it  should  not  be  made  any  more  compli- 
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cated  or  difficult.  We  believe  that  the  advisory  assistance  requirement,  as  now 
contained  in  section  3,  and  the  balance  of  the  section,  as  written,  is  acceptable 
as  a  compromise. 

We  are  not  oblivious  to  the  welfare  of  our  citizens  in  this  matter  and  we  assure 
you  it  is  the  practice  of  the  States  not  to  evict  people  indiscriminately.  High¬ 
way  commissioners  are  close  to  the  people  they  serve,  and  are  responsive  to 
their  wishes. 

We  would  like  to  call  to  your  attention  that  section  3  applies  to  all  Federal- 
aid  highway  projects :  secondary,  primary,  interstate,  urban  and  rural,  and  of 
course  the  effect  of  such  legislation  for  Federal-aid  projects  ultimately  affects 
contracts  awarded  by  State  highway  departments  that  are  financed  wholly  by 
State  funds.  So,  what  is  done  by  Congress  regarding  Federal  funds  involves 
also  projects  financed  entirely  by  the  State  highway  funds. 

Even  though  the  interstate  highway  program  is  financed  with  90-percent 
Federal  funds,  nearly  half  of  the  funds  going  into  State  highway  construction 
come  from  State  moneys,  so  the  States  still  are  full  partners  in  roadbuilding. 
In  addition,  maintenance  is  financed  totally  by  the  States  and  we  agree  that  it 
should  be. 

Sections  4  and  5 — “Public  Lands  Development  Roads  and  Trails"  and  “Avail¬ 
ability  of  Funds — Other  Highways”  refer  to  highways  not  under  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  State  highway  departments  and  it  is  our  understanding  that  they  are  not 
to  be  financed  from  the  highway  trust  funds,  so  therefore  we  have  no  comment. 

Section  6 — “Federal- Aid  Secondary  Highway  System — Urban  Areas”  is  very 
satisfactory  to  us.  This  section  is  in  conformity  with  our  official  policy  state¬ 
ment.  The  provision  will  aid  in  financing  needed  secondary  projects  partially 
or  totally  included  in  urban  areas. 

Currently,  urban  Federal-aid  moneys  must  be  used  to  supply  Federal  funds 
for  secondary  Federal-aid  projects  in  urban  areas,  consequently,  due  to  the 
heavy  demand  in  many  States  on  urban  funds,  the  improvement  of  important 
sections  of  secondary  Federal-aid  routes  inside  urban  boundaries  is  often  delayed. 

Section  7 — “Transportation  Planning  in  Certain  Urban  Areas.”  The  American 
Association  of  State  Highway  Officials  has  recognized  for  some  time  the  impact 
on  highway  needs  and  planning  brought  about  by  the  continuing  urbanization 
of  America. 

It  is  a  fact  that  we  are  an  automobile  oriented  people  by  choice,  and  can 
afford  tlie  convenience  and  luxury  of  private  transportation. 

It  has  been  demonstrated  time  and  time  again  that  people  want  cars  and 
adequate  and  safe  highways  and  are  willing  to  pay  what  it  costs.  It  also  is  our 
feeling  that  in  a  given  urban  area  when  modes  of  transportation  other  than 
motor  vehicles  are  indicated,  they  should  not  be  considered  in  competition,  but 
should  be  rationally  planned  to  complement  each  other.  We  firmly  believe  the 
individual  should  be  allowed  his  choice  of  how  he  wishes  to  travel. 

These  facts  are  the  basis  of  an  official  policy  statement  on  the  subject  of  high¬ 
ways  in  a  national  transportation  policy,  that  was  also  developed  and  adopted 
by  the  chief  administrative  officers  of  the  State  highway  departments  at  our 
last  meeting.  A  copy  of  that  policy  is  also  attached  to  this  statement. 

The  State  highway  departments  have  been  involved  in  developing  and  utilizing 
rational  and  scientific  techniques  for  planning  transportation  for  20  years, 
instead  of  relying  on  personal  opinions. 

Our  association  helped  to  sponsor  the  important  Sagamore  Conference  on 
Highways  and  Urban  Development  in  1958. 

It  was  here  that  recommended  guidelines  were  developed  for  establishing 
and  carrying  on  a  cooperative  areawide  urban  transportation  planning  process, 
utilizing  the  contributions  and  talents  of  the  administrators  and  technicians, 
planners  and  engineers  of  the  various  levels  of  government,  agencies  and  inter¬ 
ests  having  responsibilities  in  the  matter. 

This  was  motivated  by  our  desire  to  see  that  our  proposed  urban  highway 
projects  fit  properly  into  the  transportation  needs  of  the  area,  that  the  project 
is  not  in  conflict  with  other  important  public  and  private  programs,  and  that  con¬ 
sideration  has  been  given  to  all  other  matters  essential  to  proper  urban  devel¬ 
opment. 

In  line  with  this  position,  the  association,  in  1960,  created  a  new  and  con¬ 
tinuing  Committee  on  Urban  Transportation  Planning,  with  a  member  from 
each  of  our  member  departments.  This  committee  has  been  very  active. 

In  1961,  and  before  the  current  proposed  legislation  on  the  subject  was 
drafted,  requiring  the  planning  process,  our  association,  in  conjunction  with 
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the  American  Municipal  Association  and  the  National  Association  of  County 
Officials,  launched  a  program  to  get  a  comprehensive,  cooperative,  areawide, 
continuing  urban  transportation  planning  process  installed  and  operating  in  all 
urban  areas  of  50,000  population  and  over. 

In  this  ambitious  and  needed  program,  the  cooperating  associations  have 
requested  the  assistance  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  the  Housing  and  Home 
Finance  Agency,  and  the  Automotive  Safety  Foundation. 

The  program  is  underway.  One  regional  conference,  to  explain  the  program 
and  its  activation,  has  already  been  held,  wnth  each  of  the  five  States  involved 
selecting  a  demonstration  urban  area  to  start  action.  The  other  conferences,  to 
lie  held  shortly,  cover  the  rest  of  the  country. 

By  the  chain  reaction  and  transplanting  process  we,  in  the  State  highway 
departments,  expect  to  develop  the  necessary  specialists  for  this  operation  from 
the  reservoir  of  men  we  have  with  good  academic  and  highway  planning  qualifi¬ 
cations.  We  realize  the  success  of  such  a  program  as  we  have  already  launched, 
and  as  would  be  required  by  July  1,  1965,  under  H.R.  12135,  will  rest  largely 
with  the  efforts  and  interest  of  the  State  highway  departments.  We  are  in 
accord  with  section  7  of  this  bill. 

Section  8 — “Rural  Delivery  and  Star  Route  Mileage” :  We  welcome  this  legis¬ 
lation  in  order  that  future  Federal-aid  apportionments  to  the  States  will  not  be 
delayed  by  the  certification  of  post  road  mileage,  which  is  one  of  the  factors  used 
in  the  empirical  apportioning  formulas. 

Section  9 — “Highway  Planning  and  Research  Funds” — The  language  of  this 
section  is  acceptable.  More  and  more  emphasis  is  being  given  highway  research 
by  the  State  highway  officials.  Undoubtedly  such  research  will  result  in  better, 
cheaper,  and  safer  highways  in  the  future. 

In  the  past,  some  highway  officials  were  probably  reluctant  to  spend  much 
money  for  research,  because  there  was  little  public  support  for  such  use  of  public 
funds,  and  because  there  is  seldom  an  immediate  dollar  return. 

Now  that  there  is  more  public  support  for  research  in  this  technological  age, 
the  attitudes  of  highway  administrators  have  changed  accordingly. 

Currently,  the  individual  State  highway  departments  have  some  260  research 
projects  underway  in  colleges  and  universities.  These  deal  with  a  variety  of 
subjects,  from  the  social  and  economic  side  to  physical  research  involving  new 
materials,  tests,  construction  methods,  etc. 

The  AASHO  road  test  project  demonstrated  the  success  of  joint  effort  and 
financing  in  research  problems  beyond  the  capacity  of  a  single  State  and  of 
mutual  interest  to  all  States. 

Based  on  this  experience,  the  State  highway  departments,  acting  through  the 
association,  created  a  continuing  AASHO  cooperative  research  program,  to  be 
administered  through  the  Highway  Research  Board  of  the  National  Academy  of 
Sciences. 

This  same  agency  administered  and  conducted  the  road  test  project,  with 
AASHO  developing  the  research  plan  and  objectives,  arranging  for  the  financing, 
and  serving  as  the  project  sponsor. 

I  n  this  new  joint  effort  research  program,  each  of  the  participating  State  high¬ 
way  departments  contribute  an  amount  equal  to  5  percent  of  their  1%  percent 
planning  and  research  funds  to  the  financing  each  year,  which  approximates 
$2%  million  annually. 

This  pooled  fund  is  used  to  finance  research  projects  initiated,  screened,  and 
finally  approved  by  the  favorable  vote  of  two-thirds  or  more  of  the  participating 
State  highway  departments. 

A  project  may  be  suggested  by  the  head  of  any  State  highway  department  or 
anv  one  of  our  AASHO  committees. 

Before  a  project  is  activated,  it  must  be  thoroughly  screened  to  determine  if  it 
is  research  that  has  a  high  priority,  is  of  mutual  interest  to  most  of  the  States, 
can  best  be  handled  through  the  cooperative  program,  and  does  not  duplicate 
other  work  already  completed  or  underway. 

This  pooled  fund  AASHO  program  is  to  supplement  and  not  replace  nor  dis¬ 
courage  the  large  amount  of  highway  research  being  conducted  by  the  individual 
States 

Six  high-priority  research  problem  areas  have  already  been  activated  as  the 
1963  fiscal  year  program.  They  deal  mainly  with  physical  research  and  increas¬ 
ing  traffic  capacity  and  safety. 

Very  shortly  the  1964  program  will  be  developed  and  submitted  to  the  States 
for  action.  It  is  probable  that  the  new  items  will  deal  mainly  with  research 
relative  to  the  complex  and  increasing  urban  transportation  problems. 
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Most  all  of  the  State  highway  administrators  would  oppose  any  proposal  to 
restore  the  original  language  contained  in  S.  3136,  making  an  additional  one-half 
of  1  percent  of  the  A-B-C  funds  mandatory  for  planning  and  research,  as  well  as 
requiring  full  matching. 

It  is  the  opinion  of  the  vast  majority  of  our  people  that  the  present  1  V>  percent 
funds  are  being  efficiently  used  for  the  purposes  intended,  and  for  the  present, 
they  are  adequate  except  in  a  few  States.  These  States,  under  the  optional 
language  of  H.R.  12135,  could  use  the  additional  one-half  of  1  percent  funds  for 
planning  and  research,  if  they  so  elect. 

To  make  the  additional  one-half  of  1  percent  funds  mandatory  for  planning  and 
research,  and  not  convertible  into  construction,  would  divert  approximately  $5 
million  of  Federal  aid  and  $5  million  of  State  funds  from  badly  needed  A-B-C 
road  construction  each  year.  Section  9,  as  now  written,  is  acceptable. 

I  thank  you  for  the  privilege  of  appearing  here  today,  and  we  appreciate  the 
interest  and  action  that  this  committee  has  consistently  taken  over  the  years  to 
provide  this  Nation  with  the  adequate  and  safe  highways  needed  to  maintain  an 
expanding  economy. 


Policy  Statement  of  the  American  Association  of  State  Highway  Officials 

as  Developed  and  Adopted  by  tiie  Chief  Administrative  Officers  of  the 

State  Highway  Departments  Meeting  in  Denver,  Colo.,  October  8,  1961 

1.  That  the  State  highway  departments,  working  together  and  with  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  have  been  responsible  for  the  major  roadbuilding 
efforts  of  this  Nation,  and  this  proven  “partnership,"  that  has  given  this  country 
world  leadership  status  in  highway  know-how,  should  continue  to  be  utilized  in 
the  same  manner  as  in  the  past  in  constructing  present  and  future  Federal-aid 
highway  programs. 

2.  That  the  association  should  vigorously  oppose  any  proposals  that  would 
require  a  certain  type  of  organization  and  operation  for  a  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  as  a  prerequisite  for  the  State  receiving  Federal-aid  highway  funds 
inasmuch  as  all  State  highway  departments  are  departments  of  sovereign  State 
governments.  The  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1916  required  that  the  State 
highway  organization  he  adequate  for  the  purpose  and  proper  safeguards  now 
exist  in  Federal  law  to  protect  the  Federal  interests. 

3.  That  upon  the  completion  of  a  Federal-aid  project,  the  road  which  belongs 
to  the  State  and  is  maintained  entirely  at  State  expense  should  be  policed, 
operated,  and  maintained  completely  by  the  State  and  without  any  Federal 
requirements  other  than  those  set  out  in  sections  111  and  116,  title  23,  United 
States  Code,  Highways.  The  States  have  effective  means  of  achieving  the  desired 
degree  of  uniformity  in  signing,  marking,  speed  regulations,  vehicle  weight,  and 
size  control,  law  enforcement,  etc.,  to  adequately  serve  the  public  interest  and  to 
make  any  nationalization  in  this  area  unnecessary. 

4.  That  no  Federal  agencies  or  other  groups,  other  than  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads,  should  have  the  approval  power  over  Federal-aid  highway  projects 
initiated  by  the  State  highway  departments.  However,  the  State  highway 
departments  should  develop  their  projects  in  close  cooperation  with  other  affected 
groups  and  agencies.  To  extend  the  area  of  project  approval  could  invite  con¬ 
troversy  and  delay  the  initiation  of  vitally  needed  highway  improvements. 

5.  That  the  development  of  controlling  highway  design  standards  and  highway 
signing  and  traffic  control  methods  for  the  Federal-aid  highway  systems  is  en¬ 
gineering  in  nature  and  should  never  be  established  by  legislation,  but  handled 
jointly  by  the  State  highway  departments  and  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads. 

6.  That  it  is  of  the  utmost  importance  that  the  highway  construction  programs 
of  this  Nation  be  kept  in  balance  for  the  various  Federal-aid  systems  involved. 

7.  That  the  present  percentages  for  matching  Interstate  and  A-B-C  system 
programs  be  continued  and  that  strong  opposition  should  he  exerted  against  any 
proposed  decreases  in  the  Federal  percentage  of  participation,  in  light  of  the 
many  demands  made  on  State  highway  funds  to  furnish  and  maintain  highways. 

8.  That  the  A-B-C  Federal-aid  road  programs  be  continued  with  a  $25  million 
annual  incremental  increase  each  year  until  it  reaches  $1  billion  authorization 
per  year.  After  that  time,  the  matter  should  be  further  evaluated. 

9.  That  the  association  supports  the  current  division  of  total  authorized  A-B-C 
funds  of  45  percent  to  the  Federal-aid  primary  systems,  30  percent  to  the  second¬ 
ary  Federal-aid  system,  and  25  percent  to  extensions  of  Federal-aid  systems  in 
urban  areas,  inasmuch  as  the  20  percent  transfer  provision  of  104(c)  of  title  23. 
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United  States  Code,  “Highways,”  gives  sufficient  flexibility  to  meet  the  needs  of 
the  individual  States. 

10.  It  is  recommended  that  funds  apportioned  for  use  on  the  Federal-aid  second¬ 
ary  system  be  made  available  for  use  on  projects  located  on  Federal-aid  second¬ 
ary  routes  in  urban  areas. 

11.  That  the  association  endorses  the  secondary  road  plan  as  set  forth  under 
section  117  in  title  23,  United  States  Code,  “Highways.” 

12.  That  adequate  Federal  financing  for  the  current  enlarged  Federal-aid 
highway  program  be  continued  so  that  the  expressed  intent  of  the  Congress,  as 
outlined  in  section  101(b)  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  “Highways,”  that  was 
the  basis  for  the  State  highway  departments  and  the  highway  industry  or¬ 
ganizing  and  enlarging  to  handle  the  program,  will  have  meaning.  All  of  the 
justifications  that  existed  for  the  activation  of  the  program  in  1956  still  exist  and 
are  even  more  apparent  now  than  at  that  time,  and  any  interruptions  or  delays 
in  the  completion  of  the  interstate  program  must  be  avoided. 

13.  That  the  association  vigorously  oppose  the  use  of  any  Federal  highway 
trust  fund  moneys  for  any  purpose  other  than  now  authorized  by  law. 

14.  The  contract  authority  procedure  created  by  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1922  which  gives  the  State  the  right  to  initiate  projects  as  soon  as  official 
apportionment  is  made  should  be  restored  and  the  reimbursement  planning  pro¬ 
cedure  which  was  installed  as  a  temporary  expediency  should  be  eliminated. 

15.  That  the  apportionments  in  the  full  amount  of  the  congressional  authori¬ 
zations  for  all  Federal  domain  roads  should  be  made  and  utilized,  and  such 
funds  should  not  come  from  the  Federal  highway  trust  fund. 

16.  That  the  association  endorses  the  Interstate  System  completion  schedule 
as  outlined  in  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1961,  and  reassures  the  Con¬ 
gress  of  the  State  highway  departments’  ability  to  efficiently  construct  the  pro¬ 
gram  within  that  time  schedule,  and  warns  of  the  adverse  economic  impact  of 
interruptions,  cutbacks,  or  stretchouts  in  the  program. 

17.  That  the  association  endorses  the  periodic  interstate  estimates,  as  provided 
in  section  104(b)  (5)  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  “Highways,”  as  the  only 
equitable  and  proper  basis  for  the  apportioning  of  Federal  funds  to  the  sev¬ 
eral  States  to  achieve  simultaneous  construction  and  completion  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  in  all  States  to  adequate  standards. 

18.  That  there  should  be  no  sacrifice  in  the  standards  currently  adopted  for 
and  being  applied  to  the  Interstate  System.  The  matter  of  design  standard 
development  should  never  become  static  but  should  be  constantly  reviewed 
through  the  State  highway  department-Bureau  of  Public  Roads  partnership 
processes. 

19.  That  adding  mileage  to  the  Interstate  Highway  System  at  this  time  would 
delay  the  completion  of  interstate  routes  and  any  additions  should  be  consid¬ 
ered  at  a  later  time  when  a  greater  percentage  of  the  currently  authorized  Inter¬ 
state  System  is  completed  and  at  such  time  that  proposed  additions  can  be  more 
accurately  evaluated.  At  that  time  Congress  should  reappraise  the  Nation’s 
highway  needs  to  determine  if  it  is  in  the  national  interest  to  extend  the 
program. 

20.  That  the  urban  portions  of  the  Interstate  System  are  an  integral  and  very 
important  part  of  the  system,  which  should  be  planned  and  developed  by  the 
State  highway  departments  in  close  cooperation  with  local  government  units 
and  interested  Federal  agencies.  The  importance  of  the  urban  sections  of  the 
Interstate  System  cannot  be  overemphasized,  and  an  eventual  enormous  increase 
in  cost  could  be  created  by  a  failure  to  recognize  the  problem  at  this  time. 

21.  That  the  development  and  adoption  of  a  comprehensive  urban  transpor¬ 
tation  plan  should  not  be  a  requirement  for  the  approval  of  a  Federal-aid 
highway  project  in  an  urban  area,  but  State  highway  departments  should  lend 
all  possible  assistance  in  the  development  of  such  plans  in  order  that  effective 
coordination  of  highway  and  urban  development  may  be  attained. 

22.  That  there  should  be  no  change  in  the  law  prohibiting  the  establishment 
of  commercial  services  on  the  right  of  way  of  the  Interstate  Highway  System  as 
set  forth  in  section  111,  title  23,  United  States  Code,  “Highways.” 

23.  That  there  should  be  no  extension  of  section  113  of  title  23,  United  States 
Code,  “Highways,”  whereby  the  Federal  determination  of  wage  rates  would  be 
extended  to  projects  on  road  systems  other  than  the  interstate,  nor  should  there 
be  legislation  to  provide  additional  Federal  control  or  jurisdiction  over  wages 
paid  on  projects  located  on  the  Interstate  System. 
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24.  That  the  State  highway  departments  recommend  that  Federal  legislation 
be  provided  whereby  Federal-aid  highway  funds  may  be  used  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  connections  to  existing  or  future  toll  roads,  where  such  toll  roads  and 
the  required  connections  are  on  any  one  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  systems. 

25.  That  appropriate  action,  by  legislation  if  necessary,  be  taken  to  facilitate 
the  acquisition  of  adequate  rights-of-way  for  highway  purposes  over  Federal 
lands.  Present  difficulties,  particularly  with  regard  to  military  facilities  and 
land  subject  to  withdrawal  for  power  purposes,  seriously  delay  and  materially 
increase  the  cost  of  needed  projects. 

26.  That  recent  actions  on  requests  by  the  State  highway  departments  for 
reasonable  and  economically  desirable  vertical  and  horizontal  navigation  clear¬ 
ances  at  highway  crossings  of  navigable  streams  indicate  a  continuance  of  the 
previously  recognized  necessity  for  legislation,  making  it  mandatory  that,  ex¬ 
cept  in  special  cases  where  the  requirements  of  national  defense  govern,  such 
clearances  be  determined  on  the  basis  of  the  minimal  cost  to  all  forms  of  trans¬ 
portation.  The  American  Association  of  State  Highway  Officials  therefore 
reiterates  its  support  of  and  reemphasizes  the  need  for  early  introduction  and 
passage  of  Federal  legislation  on  this  subject  similar  to  that  included  in  the 
1960  legislative  program  of  the  Department  of  Commerce. 

27.  That  the  State  highway  department  have  approval  of  any  and  all  pro¬ 
posals  and  plans  designed  to  set  aside  elements  of  any  highway,  under  its 
jurisdiction,  for  the  purpose  of  installing  rail  transit  or  for  the  exclusive  use 
of  a  special  type  of  motor  transport  and  such  special  use  should  be  considered 
only  after  comprehensive  studies  show  it  to  be  the  most  economical  and  efficient 
arrangement  possible  and  that  it  is  in  the  public  interest  and  will  not  create 
a  safety  hazard. 

28.  That  legislation  should  not  require  alternate  bids  on  pavement  types 
and/or  minor  drainage  structure  types  but  the  determination  of  type  should 
properly  be  determined  by  competent  professional  judgment  based  on  the  con¬ 
trolling  engineering  and  economic  considerations. 


AASHO  Policy  Statement  on  the  Subject  of  Highways  in  a  National  Trans¬ 
portation  Policy  as  Developed  and  Adopted  by  the  Chief  Administrative  Of¬ 
ficers  of  the  State  Highway  Departments  Assembled  in  Denver,  Colo.,  Oc¬ 
tober  8,  1961. 

preface 

Highways  and  motor  vehicles  have  furnished  the  people  of  the  United  States 
the  freedom  and  flexibility  of  personal  transportation  that  has  won  unprece¬ 
dented  acceptance  and  use  of  the  motor  vehicle  and  in  so  doing  has  strengthened 
the  economy  of  this  country  and  has  given  it  transportation  advantages  no  other 
country  enjoys. 

The  objective  of  formulating  a  national  transportation  policy  is  a  worthy  one 
if  interpreted  in  the  right  way.  Restriction  upon  the  normal  healthy  growth 
of  all  forms  of  transportation  should  be  removed.  Competition  within  each 
mode  of  transportation  should  be  encouraged  ;  and  this  is  tine  also  of  competition 
between  modes  of  transportation,  for  the  interest  of  the  consumer  must  be 
protected.  Government  policy  in  regulation  and  ratemaking  should  be  reexam¬ 
ined  and  revised  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  present-day  and  future  American 
economy. 

A  national  transportation  policy  should  not  be  restrictive  or  monolithic  in 
character.  It  should  be  adaptable  to  the  needs  of  different  situations  and  sub¬ 
ject  to  a  continual  revision  in  response  to  changing  demands.  Above  all  it  should 
be  a  program  that  meets  the  desires  of  the  American  people.  It  should  promote 
freedom  of  action,  freedom  and  flexibility  of  movement  of  people  and  goods, 
allowing  the  individual  to  choose  his  mode  of  transportation. 

The  contributions  made  by  the  highway  program,  the  national  defense,  and 
the  expanding  economy  are  most  significant.  Highways  afford  the  flexibility  in 
transportation  that  is  essential  for  the  national  and  civil  defense  and  for  pro¬ 
tecting  population  in  case  of  natural  disasters.  This  was  recently  demonstrated 
when  highways  were  utilized  to  move  large  numbers  of  people  out  of  the  path  of 
Hurricane  Carla.  The  dynamic  urbanization  that  is  in  progress,  the  decentrali¬ 
zation  of  industry,  and  the  Nation’s  ability  to  promptly  move  armed  forces 
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makes  it  essential  that  the  Federal  Government  continuously  review  the  matter 
and  should  be  reflected  in  the  amount  of  money  made  available  for  highways. 

Stature  of  the  highway  transportation  industry 

Nearly  74  million  motor  vehicles  were  registered  in  the  calendar  year  1960, 
of  which  62  million  were  automobiles  and  12  million  were  trucks  and  buses. 
The  71  million  vehicles  registered  in  1959  traveled  700  billion  vehicle-miles. 
The  travel  in  1960  is  estimated  at  about  720  billion.  If  we  take  the  familiar 
figure  of  10  cents  per  mile  for  the  average  cost  of  operating  an  automobile  and 
remember  that  trucks  and  buses  cost  more  than  that  to  operate,  it  becomes  evi¬ 
dent  that  the  money  spent  in  motor-vehicle  transportation  now  amounts  to  more 
than  .$80  billion  a  year.  This  is  a  sizable  share  of  the  American  economy,  and 
it  is  indicative  of  the  intimate  involvement  of  the  motor  vehicle  in  American  life. 
Motor  vehicles  in  1960  paid  $8.1  billion  in  taxes,  fees,  and  tolls  for  the  building, 
maintenance,  and  operation  of  highways.  Of  this,  $2.8  billion  was  paid  in 
Federal  gasoline  taxes  and  other  trust-fund  revenues.  A  total  of  $5.1  billion 
was  paid  to  State  governments  and  the  remainder  to  local  governments.  In 
addition,  motor  vehicles  were  taxed  by  both  Federal  and  State  Governments  for 
general-fund  or  specific  nonhighway  purposes. 

Highway  transportation  differs  from  other  modes  in  its  all-pervasive  nature. 
Although  the  greater  part  of  motor  vehicle  travel  occurs  on  primary  roads  and 
streets,  in  its  totality  it  is  distributed  over  3  million  miles  of  rural  highways 
and  more  than  400,000  miles  of  urban  highways  and  streets.  Because  of  the 
widespread  character  motor  vehicle  ownership  and  use,  embracing  the  vast 
majority  of  American  families,  national  transportation  policies  should  be 
framed  so  as  to  protect  the  interests  of  motor  vehicle  owners  and  users.  In  the 
United  States  the  individual  considers  the  convenience  and  the  privilege  of  per¬ 
sonal  transportation  without  any  special  deterrents  being  invoked  to  restrict  its 
use  as  an  inviolate  and  precious  right  and  he  will  resist  any  effort  to  make  a 
change. 

Objectives  of  highway  planning  and  policy 

Throughout  the  period  of  growth  and  maturity  of  highway  transportation,  it 
has  been  the  objective  of  highway  engineers  and  administrators  to  build,  main¬ 
tain,  and  operate  highways  in  accordance  with  the  indicated  desires  of  the 
American  people.  Through  the  mechanism  of  the  Federal-State  relationship,  a 
systematic  program  of  highway  planning  was  establishesd  during  the  1930’s  and 
remains  continuously  in  effect  in  all  States  and  the  National  Government.  The 
golden  rule  in  all  of  the  planning  work  is  to  find  out  what  people  want  and  to 
make  plans  to  satisfy  those  wants.  This  means  not  only  counting  the  traffic 
on  the  highways  and  classifying  it  as  to  type  and  weight  composition,  but  also 
making  origin-destination  studies  to  determine  where  traffic  originates  and  what 
destination  it  seeks.  It  is  not  by  chance  that  the  lines  depicting  the  actual 
or  potential  traffic  between  zones  of  origin  and  zones  of  destination  are  called 
desire  lines.  They  do,  indeed,  interpret  the  desires  of  the  people :  and  in  that 
sense  the  origin-destination  study  is  a  ballot  of  the  people’s  demands.  These 
studies  have  proved  a  very  powerful  tool  of  planning  research,  particularly  in 
urban  areas.  By  correlating  the  results  of  home-interview  origin-destination 
studies  with  surveys  of  land  use.  the  relationships  between  land  uses  and  traffic 
demands  are  established.  In  planning  for  the  future,  the  probable  trends  of  land 
use  are  forecast  and  traffic  assignments  are  made  in  accordance  with  these 
relationships. 

In  some  transportation  planning,  particularly  in  urban  area,  there  seems  to 
be  a  tendency  to  give  the  people,  not  what  they  want,  but  what  the  planners 
decide  they  should  have.  The  standard  raised  is  that  of  “efficiency”  in  trans¬ 
portation.  A  true  measure  of  efficiency,  however,  means  taking  into  account  the 
quality  of  the  service  provided.  The  great  economic  growth  of  this  country  did 
not  come  through  a  policy  of  frugality.  Indeed  it  is  just  the  opposite.  The 
demand  of  the  American  public  for  something  beyond  the  efficient  minimum  is  a 
characteristic  difference  between  our  country  and  others.  Transportation  is  a 
product  to  be  bought  and  used  as  is  any  other  product,  and  the  American  public- 
will  select  its  transportation  on  the  basis  of  what  it  wants  and  can  afford,  not 
what  may  be  regarded  as  the  most  efficient. 

Rural  and  intercity  transportation 

Of  the  700  billion  vehicle-miles  traveled  by  motor  vehicles  in  1959,  376  billion 
were  traveled  on  rural  highways.  Automobiles  accounted  for  295  billion  vehicle- 
miles,  buses  for  a  little  more  than  2  billion,  and  trucks  and  combinations  for  79 
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billion.  The  rural  travel  was  divided  between  2S0  billion  on  main  rural  roads 
and  96  billion  on  local  roads.  Competition  with  other  modes  of  transportation 
is  virtually  limited  to  intercity  traffic-  on  main  highways.  In  the  matter  of 
passenger  transportation,  the  private  automobile  is  dominant,  accounting  for 
about  90  percent  of  all  intercity  passenger-miles.  Common  carrier  passenger 
transportation  is  shared  among  the  railroads,  buses,  and  airlines.  Interstate 
commerce  Commission  estimates  for  1959  indicate  that  32  billion  passenger-miles 
were  traveled  by  air,  22  billion  by  rail,  and  20  billion  by  motor  bus  in  that  year. 

Of  the  12  million  trucks  registered  in  the  United  States  the  great  bulk  are 
small  single-unit  trucks  and  other  trucks  and  combinations  engaged  in  local  serv¬ 
ice,  and  thus  not  offering  any  competition  to  other  modes  of  transportation.  There 
are,  however,  several  hundred  thousand  vehicles,  mostly  tractor-semitrailer 
and  truck-trailer  combinations  engaged  in  over-the-road  freight  transportation. 
Here  again,  the  domain  of  competition  does  not  extend  over  all  operations,  since 
each  mode  has  its  own  sphere  of  advantageous  operating  conditions.  Trucks 
enjoy  the  greatest  advantage  in  short  haul  and  in  the  transport  of  highly  rated 
commodities.  That  there  is  a  very  active  sphere  of  competition  between  the 
trucks  and  the  railroads  is  evidenced  by  recent  changes  in  the  relative  volumes 
of  intercity  freight  ton-miles  accounted  for  by  the  two  modes  of  transportation. 
Thus,  in  1950,  trucks  carried  173  billion  ton-miles,  or  16.3  percent  of  the  total 
of  1,063  billion  ton-miles  carried  in  that  year.  Railways  carried  597  billion 
ton-miles,  or  55.2  percent  of  the  total.  The  Interstate  Commerce  Commission 
estimate  for  1959  indicates  that  the  railroads  carried  46  percent  of  the  intercity 
freight  ton-miles  of  1,313  billion,  whereas  21  percent  was  carried  on  the  highways. 

A  significant  development  in  the  last  20  years  has  been  the  growth  of  private 
or  do-it-yourself  transportation  as  distinguished  from  for-liire  carrier  trans¬ 
portation.  Estimates  indicate  that  private  transportation  has  absorbed  about 
one-third  of  all  intercity  ton-miles  of  freight.  Both  railway  and  highway 
common  carriers  have  objected  because  of  the  fact  that  this  mode  of  freight 
transportation  is  exempted  from  regulation,  since  a  manufacturer  or  other 
business  enterprise  is  free  to  transport  its  own  goods  in  its  own  vehicles.  There 
is  no  question  that  some  abuses  of  this  privilege  occur  and  that  the  exemption 
of  farm  products  and  other  commodities  from  Federal  regulation  occasions 
other  irregularities.  It  must  be  recognized,  however,  that  the  objective  of  regu¬ 
lation  is  to  foster  the  growth  of  quick,  convenient,  and  flexible  transportation, 
primarily  in  the  interest  of  the  consuming  public. 

Urban  transportation 

The  field  of  urban  transportation  presents  some  difficult  problems  in  the 
formulation  of  public  policy.  The  decline  in  importance  of  public  transit  and 
the  financial  difficulties  of  numerous  transit  companies,  combined  with  the 
mounting  congestion  of  motor-vehicle  traffic  in  many  large  cities,  poses  the  ques¬ 
tion  of  what  shall  be  the  relative  roles  of  public  transit  and  the  private  auto¬ 
mobile  in  future  urban  planning.  There  has  been  a  tendency  among  some  who 
have  approached  this  subject  to  go  all  out  for  the  provision  of  rail  transit  facil¬ 
ities  and  to  advocate  restrictive  or  punitive  measures  against  the  private  auto¬ 
mobile.  It  would  seem  much  more  wise  to  adhere  to  the  ideal  of  giving  the  people 
what  they  want.  Application  of  this  ideal  would  result  in  a  reasonable  revival  and 
redevelopment  of  rapid  transit  where  it  is  truly  in  demand,  together  with  the 
orderly  development  of  urban  freeway  and  arterial  systems  to  channel  traffic 
into  and  around  the  central  business  district  according  to  the  indicated  desires  of 
motor-vehicle  users. 

The  availability  of  flexible  personal  transportation  has  changed  the  place  of 
public  transportation  in  urban  life  and  affected  its  income  base  to  a  degree  that 
often  seems  to  be  overlooked.  Public  transportation  in  urban  areas  today  has 
become  largely  a  peak-hour,  home-to-work  movement.  Today  to  a  far  lesser 
degree  does  the  family  go  by  streetcar  on  Sunday  to  a  beach  or  other  resort.  The 
family  seldom  takes  a  streetcar  to  the  downtown  theater.  The  housewife  uses 
transit  only  occasionally  for  shopping.  Even  the  length  of  the  week  has  changed 
for  the  transit  company  for  there  is  now  little  home-to-work  travel  on  Saturday. 
The  continuing  urbanization  and  its  influence  creates  the  need  for  flexibility  of 
transportation  that  can  only  be  served  by  the  motor  vehicle. 

The  base  period  business  on  which  transit  formerly  could  depend  has  largely 
gone,  not  for  economic  reasons  but  because  of  universal  availability  of  a  newer 
and  better  form  of  travel.  And  transit  to  survive  must  do  so  on  its  peak-hour 
business,  with  all  the  attendant  difficulties  of  traffic  congestion,  the  40-liour  week 
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for  labor,  and  other  factors.  Remedies  often  proposed  such  as  reduced  taxes  and 
less  stringent  regulation  would  seem  to  be  only  palliatives,  not  real  solutions  to 
the  basic  problem  resulting  from  the  changed  and  changing  pattern  of  American 
life. 

The  enthusiasm  for  the  restoration  of  rapid  transit  to  its  former  eminence  has 
given  rise  to  the  assertion,  in  national  advertising  and  elsewhere,  that  it  takes 
20  lanes  of  freeways  to  move  as  many  people  in  an  hour  as  can  be  moved  on  one 
rapid-transit  track.  This  assertion  is  based  on  the  fact  that  a  maximum  of 
40,000  persons  can  be  moved  in  an  hour  on  one  track.  The  20-lane  comparison  is 
based  on  2,000  vehicles  per  lane  per  hour,  with  only  one  occupant  each.  Note 
that  the  transit  line  is  assumed  to  realize  its  utmost  capacity,  an  occurrence  of  the 
greatest  rarity.  On  the  other  hand,  the  highway  vehicles  are  assumed  to  be  all 
automobiles  with  only  the  driver  occupying  each  one.  If  we  fill  the  automobiles, 
not  to  capacity  but  with  five  persons  each,  we  need  only  four  lanes  to  accommodate 
40,000  persons  per  hour.  Finally,  suppose  we  were  to  transport  the  40,000  people 
in  buses.  Then,  at  55  per  bus,  some  700  buses  would  be  required,  well  under  the 
capacity  of  a  single  freeway  lane.  As  evidence  of  realism  in  this  figure,  20,000 
to  25,000  persons  per  hour  are  regularly  moved  in  buses  in  a  single  lane  through 
the  Lincoln  Tunnel  with  ample  room  for  many  private  cars  as  well. 

The  above  example  illustrates  the  fact  that  bold  assertion  should  not  be  sub¬ 
stituted  for  careful  examination  of  the  facts  in  planning  for  the  future  of  trans¬ 
portation  in  our  great  cities.  The  results  of  home  interview  of  origin-destination 
studies  deserve  particular  scrutiny.  For  example,  in  the  analysis  of  a  large  num¬ 
ber  of  these  studies  in  cities  ranging  from  less  than  50,000  to  more  than  1  million, 
it  was  found  that  the  percentage  of  total  internal  trips  that  had  either  origin 
or  destination  in  the  central  business  district  varied  from  21.6  in  cities  of  less 
than  50,000  to  5.6  in  cities  of  more  than  1  million. 

Rapid  transit,  which  is  geared  to  serve  traffic  in  and  out  of  the  central  busi¬ 
ness  district,  cannot  cope  with  the  need  for  movement  in  all  directions  through¬ 
out  a  metropolitan  area.  In  New  Orleans  studies  show  that  92,000  vehicles  enter 
the  central  business  district  daily  between  8  a.m.  and  6  p.m.,  of  which  72,000  or 
7S  percent  only  pass  through  downtown  going  to  some  other  area  in  the  city. 
Obviously  this  condition  calls  for  inner  and  outer  belt  freeways  and  not  pri¬ 
marily  for  rail  transit. 

It  is  to  be  expected  that  the  analysis  of  origin-destination  studies  and  other 
planning  data  will  result  in  a  realistic  accommodation  between  the  provision  of 
adequate  motor-vehicle  transportation  and  a  reasonable  development  of  rail 
transit  facilities.  In  this  connection  the  potentialities  of  buses  as  a  means  of 
mass  transit  should  be  thoroughly  explored.  The  urban  planning  of  the  future 
should  lie  bold  and  farseeing,  but  it  should  be  based  on  fact,  not  on  fancy. 

Any  effort  to  stifle  a  form  of  transportation  in  order  to  preserve  the  central 
business  district  of  a  major  urban  area  as  the  major  retailing  and  service  dis¬ 
pensing  area  of  the  region  should  be  carefully  weighed  as  to  its  ultimate  effect 
on  the  overall  economy  and  as  to  whether  or  not  it  is  actually  in  the  public  in¬ 
terest.  It  may  be  that  the  modern  function  of  the  central  business  district  is  to 
midergo  some  change  with  retailing  and  services  being  adapted  to  a  form 
of  transportation  desired  by  the  public. 

Success  of  Federal-State  relationship 

The  continuing  program  of  Federal-aid  for  highways  has  been  a  part  of  na¬ 
tional  transportation  policy  since  1916.  Under  this  program  the  strength  and 
technical  proficiency  of  the  individual  State  highway  departments  have  been 
fostered,  and  at  the  same  time  the  national  interest  in  a  connected  system  of 
interstate,  intercity,  and  intercounty  highways  has  been  promoted.  By  the 
passage  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956,  the  Congress  recognized  the 
urgency  of  completing  a  modernized  system  of  interstate  highways,  including 
urban  connections,  that  would  serve  a  substantial  portion  of  the  traffic  to  and 
from,  and  through  and  around  principal  cities. 

The  States,  in  concert  with  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  other  interested 
agencies,  have  moved  to  meet  the  challenge  of  the  urban  problem.  The  key  to 
the  situation  is  the  integration  of  highway  planning  with  other  aspects  of  metro¬ 
politan  area  planning.  The  Federal  Housing  Act  of  1961  has  made  possible 
closer  cooperation  between  housing  and  highway  agencies  in  urban  transportation 
planning ;  and  planning  funds  authorized  by  the  act  may  be  used  in  combination 
with  Federal  highway  planning  (1%  percent)  funds  to  conduct  urban  transporta¬ 
tion  studies.  The  job,  of  course,  must  be  done  in  each  city  and  each  city  will 
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present  different  problems.  The  numerous  great  metropolitan  area  studies,  the 
Chicago  area  transportation  study,  the  Los  Angeles  regional  transportation 
study,  the  Penn-Jersey  study  in  the  Philadelphia-Camden  area,  the  Atlanta 
study,  the  Baltimore-Washington  study  and  the  studies  of  the  tristate  area  of 
Connecticut,  New  York,  and  New  Jersey  are  all  evidence  of  enlightened  Federal- 
State-community  planning  and  integration  of  the  transportation  plan  with  a 
regional  plan  of  development. 

On  the  national  scale,  one  of  the  early  efforts  to  improve  planning  techniques 
and  develop  State-local  cooperation  was  made  by  the  National  Committee  on 
Urban  Transportation.  This  committee,  financed  primarily  by  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  and  the  Automotive  Safety  Foundation,  did  its  job  well,  and  having 
done  it,  closed  its  doors  last  July. 

The  AMA-AASHO  Joint  Committee  on  Highways  is  and  will  continue  to  be 
an  effective  force  in  bringing  about  closer  State-local  relations.  This  committee 
has  sponsored  several  State  and  regional  meetings  at  which  State  and  local 
officials  were  brought  together  to  consider  the  cooperative  approach  to  urban 
transportation  planning,  and  it  joined  with  the  Urban  Research  Committee  of 
the  Highway  Research  Board  in  sponsoring  the  Sagamore  conference. 

The  Sagamore  conference  itself  was  a  milestone  along  the  road  to  better  mutual 
understanding  between  State  and  local  groups.  Here  a  group  of  highway  officials, 
mayors,  city  managers,  city  planners,  businessmen,  economists,  and  other 
specialists  hammered  out  a  statement  of  individual  and  mutual  responsibilities  of 
State  and  local  officials  that,  if  conscientiously  met,  must  surely  produce  a  sound, 
mutually  acceptable  plan  for  transportation  best  suited  to  future  community 
and  highway  user  needs. 

These  efforts  on  a  broad  scale  are  but  one  facet  of  the  developing  cooperative 
approach.  They  spell  out  principles  and  suggest  specific  means  and  methods, 
but  it  remains  for  the  States  themselves,  working  with  local  communities,  to 
bring  about  the  actual  cooperation  that  is  required  not  only  in  planning  but  in 
execution  of  the  plan. 

POLICY  POSITION 

1.  There  is  no  evidence  that  other  forms  of  transportation  would  significantly 
reduce  the  need  for  more  adequate  and  safe  highways,  inasmuch  as  our  highway 
facilities  are  still  behind  our  actual  needs,  so  therefore  any  national  transporta¬ 
tion  policy  should  not  reduce  or  limit  Federal  aid  or  the  Federal  interest  in  the 
highway  program  in  the  foreseeable  future. 

2.  The  State  highway  departments,  working  together  with  the  Federal  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads  for  45  years,  have  been  responsible  for  the  major  roadbuilding 
efforts  of  this  Nation  and  for  the  high  degree  of  technological  development  that 
has  occurred.  This  proven  partnership  should  continue  to  be  utilized  in  the 
same  manner  as  in  the  past  in  constructing  future  Federal-aid  highway  programs. 

3.  Federal  aid  funds  for  highways  should  continue  to  be  apportioned  to  the 
State  governments  and  not  directly  to  any  local  levels  of  governments. 

4.  The  coordination  of  planning  and  initiation  of  Federal-aid  highway  projects 
should  continue  to  be  the  responsibility  of  the  State  highway  authority. 

5.  The  major  responsibility  of  studying  highway  needs  and  planning  the  Na¬ 
tion’s  major  highway  transportation  facilities  must  remain  the  responsibility  of 
the  several  States. 

6.  The  official  State  highway  authority  in  the  State  should  continue  to  be  the 
Federal  Government’s  contact  with  the  State  on  highway  matters. 

7.  The  State  governments  should  continue  to  have  jurisdiction  over  the  State 
highways  within  the  scope  of  existing  Federal  and  State  laws  regardless  of  the 
source  of  funds  used  for  construction. 

8.  The  program  item,  location,  plans,  specifications,  estimates,  and  construc¬ 
tion,  as  well  as  the  quality  of  maintenance  of  projects  constructed  as  Federal- 
aid  projects,  should  continue  to  be  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  to 
protect  the  Federal  interest  in  the  project. 

9.  No  Federal  agency  or  group,  other  than  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  should 
have  approval  power  over  Federal-aid  projects  carried  on  by  the  State  highway 
departments. 

10.  The  development  of  highway  design  standards,  highway  signing,  and 
traffic  control  methods,  and  bridge  clearances,  are  engineering  and/or  economic- 
in  nature  and  should  not  be  established  by  Federal  legislation  but  should  be 
evolved  jointly  by  the  State  highway  departments  and  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads. 
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11.  It  is  essential  that  the  highway  construction  programs  of  this  Nation  be 
kept  in  balance  for  the  various  Federal-aid  systems  involved  and  for  the  urban 
and  rural  sections  of  those  systems.  However,  with  changing  economic  and 
environmental  influence,  there  should  be  a  constant  review  as  to  what  constitutes 
a  balanced  program. 

12.  The  present  basic  percentages  for  matching  interstate  and  A-B-C  Federal 
aid  highway  programs  should  be  continued  in  light  of  the  many  demands  made  of 
State  highway  funds  to  furnish  and  maintain  highways. 

13.  Federal  aid  to  the  States  on  the  A-B-C  systems  should  continue  because 
of  the  national  interest  in  having  a  nationwide  system  of  adequate  roads  and 
in  keeping  all  facets  of  the  national  economy  healthy. 

14.  Federal  highway  trust  fund  moneys  should  not  be  expended  for  any  other 
purpose  than  now  authorized  by  law.  They  should  not  be  used  to  subsidize  or  to 
create  other  forms  of  transportation. 

15.  The  contract  authority  procedure,  created  by  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1922,  which  gives  the  State  the  right  to  initiate  projects  as  soon  as  an  official 
apportionment  is  made,  should  be  restored  and  the  reimbursement  planning 
procedure,  which  was  installed  as  a  temporary  expedient,  should  be  eliminated. 

16.  The  Interstate  System  should  be  completed  on  schedule  without  inter¬ 
ruptions,  or  stretchouts,  and  no  section  of  the  system  as  planned  should  be 
deferred  in  an  effort  to  try  out  the  eeffetiveness  of  an  alternate  type  of  trans- 
poration. 

17.  The  periodic  interstate  estimates,  as  provided  by  section  104(b)  (5)  of  title 
23,  United  States  Code,  “Highways,”  is  the  equitable  and  proper  basis  for  appor¬ 
tioning  interstate  Federal  funds  to  the  several  States  to  achieve  simultaneous 
construction  and  completion  of  the  Interstate  System  to  proper  standards. 

18.  Adding  mileage  to  the  Interstate  System  at  this  time  would  result  in  the 
delay  of  the  completion  of  interstate  routes,  and  any  additions  should  be  con¬ 
sidered  at  a  later  time  when  a  greater  percentage  of  the  currently  authorized 
Interstate  System  is  completed  and  at  such  time  that  proposed  additions  can  be 
more  accurately  evaluated.  At  that  time  Congress  could  reappraise  the  Nation’s 
highway  needs  to  determine  if  it  is  in  the  national  interest  to  extend  the  program. 

19.  Urban  portions  of  the  Interstate  System  constitute  an  integral  and  es¬ 
sential  part  of  the  system  and  should  be  planned  and  developed  by  the  State 
highway  departments  as  urban  extensions  and  connections  of  the  overall  high¬ 
way  network  and  should  be  done  in  close  cooperation  with  the  appropriate  local 
governments  and  interested  Federal  agencies. 

20.  The  development  of  scientific  relationships  between  transportation,  land 
use,  and  urban  development  should  be  explored  and  these  interactions  established 
in  order  that  highways  in  urban  areas  may  be  properly  planned  to  serve  the 
greatest  need.  Such  planning  should  be  areawide  in  extent  and  utilize  admin¬ 
istrative  and  technical  assistance  of  the  local  government  in  helping  the  State 
highway  official  arrive  at  the  final  decision. 

21.  In  major  urban  areas,  where  both  the  highways  and  rail  transit  facilities 
are  required,  they  should  not  be  considered  competitive,  but  should  be  planned 
to  complement  each  other  into  an  efficient  integrated  system  for  transporting 
people  and  goods,  with  the  desires  of  the  public  being  the  major  guide. 

22.  It  is  recognized  that  in  many  locations,  space  over  and  under  major  high¬ 
ways  must  be  uilized,  but,  in  so  doing,  State  permission  should  be  required  in 
addition  to  meeting  Federal  requirements,  inasmuch  as  the  maintenance  and  op¬ 
eration  of  Federal-aid  projects  is  a  wholly  State  responsibility. 

23.  Artificial  deterrents  or  negative  incentives  to  automotive  travel  in  urban 
areas  should  not  be  instituted  inasmuch  as  natural  phenomena  and  economic 
factors  will  propertly  control  the  problem,  if  and  when  it  becomes  a  problem. 

24.  The  matter  of  sizes  and  weights  for  commercial  vehicles  allowed  on 
highways  should  be  determined  by  the  several  States  having  jurisdiction  over  the 
highways,  and  every  effort  should  be  made  through  interstate  compacts  or 
other  appropriate  arrangements  to  eliminate  any  nonuniformity  that  would 
agitate  for  nationalization  of  the  highway  system*. 

The  sizes  and  weights  of  vehicles  allowed  on  highways  should  be  based  on 
engineering  and  economic  studies  that  will  protect  the  investment  of  highways, 
yet  give  the  maximum  use  of  highways  and  the  several  State  governments  should 
be  encouraged  to  adopt  uniform  weight  and  size  regulations  as  recommended  by 
AASHO  policy. 

Each  State  should  have  the  authority  to  temporarily  reduce  the  maximum 
allowable  weight  and  size  dimension  of  vehicles  permitted  to  operate  over  its 
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highways  during  spring  thaw  period  or  other  similar  periods  in  order  to  protect 
the  highway  investment. 

25.  That  the  State  highway  department  have  approval  of  any  and  all  proposals 
and  plans  designed  to  set  aside  elements  of  any  highway,  under  its  jurisdiction, 
for  the  purpose  of  installing  rail  transit  or  for  the  exclusive  use  of  a  special 
type  of  motor  transport  and  such  special  use  should  be  considered  only  after 
comprehensive  studies  show  it  to  be  the  most  economical  and  efficient  arrange¬ 
ment  possible  and  that  it  is  in  the  public  interest  and  will  not  create  a  safety 
hazard. 

Senator  McNamara.  Now,  you  may  proceed  to  comment  as  you  see 
fit. 

Mr.  Mackie.  Generally,  the  position  of  the  American  Association  of 
State  Highway  Officials  is  that  the  bill  H.R.  12135,  as  passed  by  the 
House  is  generally  acceptable  to  the  overwhelming  majority  of  the 
State  highway  departments.  This  sums  up  in  a  general  term  our 
position  on  the  bill. 

I  would  like  to  accent  the  fact  that  it  is  this  bill  as  amended  and  as 
passed  the  House. 

I  would  like  to  make  one  comment  on  page  2  of  the  testimony  con¬ 
cerning  section  3  that  our  illustrious  Senator  from  Michigan  has  in¬ 
dicated  interest  in.  I  am  reading  Section  3 : 

As  for  this  section  on  “Assistance  for  Displaced  Families  and  Busi¬ 
nesses,”  47  of  the  State  highway  departments  report  that  the  lan¬ 
guage  is  aceptable  or  that  they  believe  they  can  live  with  it;  how¬ 
ever,  on  the  basis  of  a  recent  poll,  8  would  prefer  to  see  the  section 
stricken  altogether.  It  is  our  estimate  that  the  total  cost  of  moving 
people  and  businesses  will  come  to  some  $200  million. 

To  date,  the  orderly  moving  of  people  and  business  displaced  by 
the  highway  program  has  not  been  a  problem  of  any  magnitude.  Some 
few  States  already  pay  moving  costs;  however,  most  do  not — but  the 
hardships  and  human  problems  anticipated  by  some  are  not  mate¬ 
rializing. 

Practically  every  State  highway  department  is  vigorously  opposed 
to  any  proposal  to  replace  the  so-called  Baldwin  amendment  now  in 
H.R.  12135  with  the  original  language  of  S.  3136,  that  would  make  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  his  approving  a 
Federal-aid  highway  project,  require  the  State  highway  department, 
through  an  agency  or  agencies  acceptable  to  the  Secretary,  to  assure 
that  there  is  a  feasible  method  for  the  temporary  relocation  of  families 
displaced  by  acquisition  or  clearance  of  rights-of-way  for  any  Federal- 
aid  highways,  and  that  there  are  or  will  be  provided  in  areas  not  gen¬ 
erally  less  desirable  housing  in  regard  to  the  availability  of  public 
utilities  and  public  and  commercial  facilities  at  rents  or  prices  within 
the  financial  means  of  the  families  displaced  by  the  acquisition  or  clear¬ 
ance  of  such  rights-of-way,  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwellings  ade¬ 
quate  in  number  to  accommodate  such  displaced  families  and  reason¬ 
ably  accessible  to  their  places  of  employment. 

It  is  the  considered  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  State  highway 
administrators,  charged  with  the  responsibility  of  moving  the  big 
Federal-aid  highway  program,  that  such  a  requirement  and  certifica¬ 
tion  could  afford  an  effective  means  of  legally  challenging  the  correct¬ 
ness  of  such  a  certification  for  the  express  purpose  of  delaying  vitally 
»“»eded  highway  work,  especially  in  urban  areas. 
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We  realize  most  major  highway  projects  are  controversial  in  the 
planning  stages,  but  not  after  the  work  is  completed,  and  generally  the 
opposition  is  a  vocal  minority,  and  such  opposition  must  be  considered 
in  relation  to  the  welfare  and  interests  of  the  general  public. 

IV  e  are  ready  to  accept  our  responsibility  for  making  plans  and  de¬ 
cisions  and  taking  action  to  do  the  highway  job,  but  it  should  not  be 
made  any  more  complicated  or  difficult.  We  believe  that  the  advisory 
assistance  requirement,  as  now  contained  in  section  3,  and  the  balance 
of  the  section,  as  written,  is  acceptable  as  a  compromise. 

We  are  not  oblivious  to  the  welfare  of  our  citizens  in  this  matter 
and  we  assure  you  it  is  the  practice  of  the  States  not  to  evict  people 
indiscriminately.  Highway  commissioners  are  close  to  the  people 
they  serve,  and  are  responsive  to  their  wishes. 

We  would  like  to  call  your  attention  that  section  3  applies  to  all 
Federal-aid  highway  projects;  secondary,  primary,  interstate,  urban, 
and  rural,  and,  of  course,  the  effect  of  such  legislation  for  Federal-aid 
projects  ultimately  affects  contracts  awarded  by  State  highway  de¬ 
partments  that  are  financed  wholly  by  State  funds.  So,  what  is  done 
by  Congress  regarding  Federal  funds  involves  also  projects  financed 
entirely  by  the  State  highway  funds. 

Even  though  the  interstate  highway  program  is  financed  with  90 
percent  Federal  funds,  nearly  half  of  the  funds  going  into  State 
highway  construction  come  from  State  moneys,  so  the  States  still  are 
full  partners  in  roadbuilding.  In  addition,  maintenance  is  financed 
totally  by  the  States  and  we  agree  that  it  should  be. 

Senator,  with  that  I  think  I  can  conclude  the  formal  remarks  since 
the  entire  text  is  now  in  the  record  and  ask  if  there  are  any  questions 
of  the  committee  ? 

Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you  very  much. 

In  connection  with  your  remarks  on  section  3,  is  it  not  a  fact,  that 
in  your  home  State,  Michigan,  you  have  already  had  considerable  ex¬ 
perience  with  relocation,  especially  in  urban  areas  ? 

Mr.  Mackie.  Yes,  sir,  speaking  now  for  Michigan  instead  of 
AASHO,  we  have  experienced  this  in  Michigan.  We  have  done  a 
considerable  highway  construction  in  urban  areas.  In  effect,  we  are 
already  meeting  this  requirement  on  an  advisory  basis,  and  we  have 
experienced  no  real  problems  in  that  regard. 

Senator  McNamara.  Are  these  relocations  generally  accomplished 
entirely  with  State  or  local  funds? 

Mr.  Mackie.  Well,  at  the  present  time,  the  State  of  Michigan  does 
not  pay  relocation  expenses,  Senator. 

Senator  McNamara.  Does  the  highway  department  in  certain  coun¬ 
ties  pay  some  of  the  expense  of  relocation  ? 

Mr.  Mackie.  Michigan  State  Highway  Department  does  not. 
What  the  counties  do  I  am  not  certain.  I  would  hesitate  to  answer 
that  question. 

Senator  McNamara.  Then,  if  we  were  now  to  adopt  this  section  3 
in  the  highway  bill  this  year,  we  would  be  treating  the  people  that 
would  be  relocated  in  the  "future  differently  than  people  who  had  been 
treated  in  the  past  ? 

Mr.  Mackie.  Yes,  sir ;  that  is  correct. 
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Senator  McNamara.  This  seems  like  hardly  justifiable  under  the 
circumstance,  especially  since  a  great  number  of  communities  have 
already  faced  up  to  this  problem  and  have  met  it  in  their  own  way, 
in  various  ways  depending  on  the  community. 

Mr.  Mackie.  Yes,  sir,  and,  as  you  indicated  this  morning,  I  would 
share  your  concern  with  the  drains  on  the  trust  fund.  We  have  had 
different  estimates  introduced  in  the  testimony  now  as  to  what  cost 
of  paying  these  displacees  would  come  to. 

I  would  say  realistically  speaking  we  could  not  get  an  estimate  if 
there  is  no  limit,  for  example,  on  business  relocations.  It  is  very 
difficult  to  make  an  estimate  of  how  much  it  is  going  to  cost. 

Senator  McNamara.  Yes.  There  is  quite  a  difference  in  your  esti¬ 
mate.  You  say  you  think  it  will  cost  in  the  neighborhood  of  $200  mil¬ 
lion,  and  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  this  morning  estimated  it  as 
about  $75  million. 

Mr.  Mackie.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  McNamara.  That  is  quite  a  wide  difference  in  the  estimated 
cost,  is  it  not  ? 

Mr.  Mackie.  We  arrived  at  our  figure  by  polling  the  States  and 
asking  each  State  to  estimate  what  it  would  cost  locally  and  we  came 
up  with  the  $200  million  figure. 

Senator  McNamara.  I  suppose  that  in  the  past  some  consideration 
was  given  in  condemnation  awards  for  relocation  costs? 

Mr.  Mackie.  Yes.  As  a  practical  the  displacees  are  given  considera¬ 
tion.  No.  1,  when  the  individual  sells  to  the  highway  department 
they  do  not  pay  broker’s  commission,  so  actually  they  receive  anywhere 
from  5  to  10  percent  more  than  they  would  selling  on  the  open  market, 
and  in  those  cases  where  we  do  have  to  condemn  the  land  and  there 
are  jury  awards,  allowances  are  made  on  occasion  for  this. 

Senator  McNamara.  We  have  received  some  mail  indicating  that 
the  fund  was  being  used  to  pay  certain  taxes  beyond  what  normally  you 
would  expect  to  come  out  of  this  kind  of  fund.  Are  you  familiar 
with  that  complaint? 

Mr.  Mackie.  Yes.  I  can  speak  for  Michigan  and  assume  that  the 
same  thing  may  be  true  in  other  States,  and  that  is  local  taxes,  for 
example,  in  Michigan  we  have  a  4-percent,  sales  tax.  If  we  have 
averaged,  let  us  say,  $200  million  a  year  in  highway  building,  roughly 
half  of  this  will  be  for  materials  in  which  this  4  percent  will  apply. 
So  at  least  $4  million  a  year,  now,  in  effect,  is  being  drained  from  the 
trust  fund,  is  not  being  put  directly  into  highway  construction  that 
goes  to  the  State  government,  and  I  think  this  would  be  an  improper 
use  of  the  trust  fund  money. 

Senator  McNamara.  There  is  nothing  in  this  legislation  we  are  now 
considering  to  correct  that,  is  there? 

Mr.  Mackie.  No,  sir;  there  is  not. 

Senator  McNamara.  You  feel  there  should  be? 

Mr.  Mackie.  I  think  there  should  be. 

Senator  McNamara.  This  is  more  or  less  a  duplicate  payment  to 
the  State,  is  it  not  ? 

Mr.  Mackie.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you  very  much  for  your  very  fine 
presentation  which  is  very  helpful  to  this  committee. 
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Mr.  Mackie.  Thank  you,  Senator.  It  was  a  pleasure  to  appear 
here. 

Senator  McNamara.  Is  Mr.  Tollenaar  here  from  Oregon? 

Mr.  Tollenaar.  I  am  right  here,  sir. 

Senator  McNamara.  You  are  next  on  the  list.  Are  you  prepared? 

Mr.  Tollenaar.  Yes,  sir. 

STATEMENT  OF  KENNETH  C.  TOLLENAAR,  EXECUTIVE  SECRETARY, 

ASSOCIATION  OF  OREGON  COUNTIES,  THE  NATIONAL  ASSOCIA¬ 
TION  OF  COUNTY  OFFICIALS 

Mr.  Tollenaar.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  have  Mr.  Carlin  from  our  national  associa¬ 
tion  with  me? 

Senator  McNamara.  We  would  surely  be  very  glad  to  have  him 
join  you  at  the  table. 

IV  e  are  very  glad  to  have  you  here,  Mr.  Tollenaar,  and  your  asso¬ 
ciate,  and  see  you  have  a  comparatively  short  statement.  You  may 
proceed  in  your  own  manner. 

Mr.  Tollenaar.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  my  name  is  Kenneth 
C.  Tollenaar.  I  am  executive  secretary  of  the  Association  of  Oregon 
Counties,  and  I  am  appearing  today  also  as  a  representative  of  the 
National  Association  of  County  Officials. 

The  National  Association  of  County  Officials  represents  elected 
county  officials  in  all  of  the  States  which  have  organized  county  gov¬ 
ernment.  Our  national  policy  statement,  “The  American  County  Plat¬ 
form,”  contains  the  following  provision : 

8-6.  Forest  access  roads. — -We  strongly  support  prompt  implementation  of  tlie 
program  objectives  outlined  in  the  long-range  program  for  the  national  forests. 
Federal  participation,  by  increased  appropriations  and  authorizations  in  the 
construction  of  forest  roads  should  be  immediately  accelerated,  with  road  con¬ 
struction  by  timber  purchasers  being  directed  toward  only  those  roads  required 
for  flexibility  in  their  operations.  The  increased  construction  of  forest  access 
roads,  by  Federal  appropriation,  will  result  in  a  better,  more  permanent  road 
system  at  a  lower  cost,  more  opportunity  for  competitive  bidding  by  small  timber 
operators,  increased  access  for  forest  fire  protection,  recreation  and  other  mul¬ 
tiple  uses,  and  increased  revenues  for  State  and  local  government. 

Based  on  our  study  of  the  needs  of  the  national  forest  system  which 
resulted  in  this  policy  statement,  NACO  respectfully  recommends 
that  the  level  of  Federal  investment  in  national  forest  development 
roads  and  trails  be  established  at  the  following  levels:  $67.5  million 
for  fiscal  year  1963,  $90  million  for  1964,  and  $120  million  for  1965. 
These  figures  were  originally  brought  to  Congress’  attention  through 
Senator  Morse’s  S.  2936  and  Congressman  Ullman’s  H.R.  10619. 

The  interest  of  county  governments  in  the  national  forest  road  and 
trail  program  is  based  primarily  on  Federal  laws  which  stipulate  that 
25  percent  of  national  forest  revenues  shall  be  shared  with  local  gov¬ 
ernments,  to  be  used  for  county  roads  and  schools. 

It  is  to  our  obvious  interest  to  maximize  the  return  from  the  na¬ 
tional  forests,  since  the  receipts  constitute  an  important  local  revenue, 
especially  in  States  having  large  acreages  of  national  forests. 

More  than  2  years  ago,  the  public  lands  committee  of  the  Associa¬ 
tion  of  Oregon  Counties  decided  to  give  top  priority  in  its  activities 
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to  a  thorough  study  of  national  forest  problems.  County  officials  in 
my  State  are  well  aware  of  the  importance  of  full  utilization  of  na¬ 
tional  forest  resources. 

One  of  the  aspects  that  concerned  us  was  the  fact  that  from  the 
price  of  almost  every  timber  sale,  a  large  amount  was  being  deducted 
to  compensate  the  timber  purchaser  for  the  cost  of  building  the  re¬ 
quired  roads  associated  with  the  sale.  Not  infrequently,  almost  50 
percent  of  the  value  of  the  timber  was  reflected  in  this  reduction  in  the 
stumpage  price.  Our  officials  reasoned  that  since  this  method  of  fi¬ 
nancing  roads  was  reducing  not  only  local  receipts  but  also  Federal 
receipts,  the  public  was,  in  effect,  paying  for  the  roads,  and  we  began 
to  wonder  whether  the  public  interest  in  the  road  program  was  being 
fully  protected. 

The  first  thing  we  found  out  in  making  our  study  of  this  problem 
was  that  more  than  90  percent  of  the  national  forest  road  mileage, 
and  about  80  percent  of  the  cost  of  the  roads,  was  accounted  for  by 
purchaser  construction.  We  found  that  these  percentages  were  higher 
in  Oregon  than  in  many  other  parts  of  the  country,  but  that  in  most  of 
the  timber-producing  States  of  the  West  the  percentage  of  purchaser 
construction  was  in  excess  of  50  percent. 

This  encouraged  us  to  dig  deeper  into  the  problem.  We  found 
that  the  high  level  of  purchaser-financed  construction  is  regarded  by 
all  concerned — Forest  Service,  industry  people,  and  others — as  an 
expedient  made  necessary  by  lack  of  appropriated  funds  for  access 
roads.  We  also  found  that  the  lack  of  such  funds  is  causing  some 
very  serious  problems  not  only  for  the  county  and  Federal  budgets, 
but  for  the  entire  national  forest  management  program. 

Perhaps  the  most  important  problem  is  that  the  objectives  of  the 
Multiple  Use-Sustained  Yield  Act  of  June  12, 1960,  cannot  be  achieved 
because  the  roads  being  built  with  purchaser  funds  are  neither  lo¬ 
cated  so  as  to  achieve  these  objectives,  nor  are  they  built  to  the 
standards  required  for  multiple  use.  About  60  percent  of  the  area 
of  national  forests  in  our  region  is  relatively  inaccessible,  and  will  re¬ 
quire  a  great  deal  of  access  road  construction  if  that  part  of  the  area 
is  to  be  “administered  for  outdoor  recreation,  range,  timber,  water¬ 
shed,  and  wildlife  and  fish  purposes,”  as  stipulated  in  the  act  of 
June  12, 1960. 

I  am  sure  that  the  Forest  Service  will  testify,  if  they  have  not  al¬ 
ready  done  so,  as  to  the  tremendous  increase  in  the  demand  for  public 
recreation  sites  in  the  national  forests.  I  can  certainly  testify  from 
firsthand  knowledge  that  every  existing  camping  area  in  the  national 
forests  in  Oregon  is  being  utilized  fully,  and  that  it  is  a  most  un¬ 
pleasant  experience  to  be  turned  away  from  a  full  campground  after 
traveling  for  miles  with  a  carload  of  hot  and  hungry  children. 

The  recreation  resource  is  there,  ready  and  waiting,  but  it  cannot 
be  utilized  unless  there  is  access  to  the  area.  The  same  can  be  said 
for  the  other  national  forest  resources. 

Even  within  the  timber  harvesting  program,  which  is  so  important 
to  us  in  the  West,  the  present  low  level  of  road  and  trail  appropria¬ 
tions,  and  the  reliance  on  timber  purchasers  for  building  roads,  cre¬ 
ates  many  problems. 

In  the  first  place,  roads  built  by  purchasers  can  only  be  built  to 
the  standards  that  a  so-called  “prudent  operator’  would  use  to  harvest 
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the  timber  from  the  particular  sale.  This  usually  means  that  the 
road  has  but  a  single  lane,  has  no  permanent  surfacing,  and  is  provided 
only  with  temporary  bridges.  In  1958,  the  Forest  Service  reported 
to  this  committee  that  of  149,649  miles  of  forest  access  roads  then 
in  service,  112,653  miles  “were  of  primitive  standards  and  classed  as 
inadequate  for  present  or  future  traffic.” 

These  “prudent  operator”  roads  are  not  bargains.  They  involve 
very  high  maintenance  costs  and  very  high  hauling  costs.  Unfor¬ 
tunately,  many  of  these  roads  are  going  to  have  to  be  rebuilt  during 
the  coming  years.  A  recent  engineering  study  in  region  6  of  the 
Forest  Service  analyzed  the  effect  of  maintenance  and  hauling  costs 
as  components  of  total  annual  costs  per  mile  of  road  at  different  con¬ 
struction  standards,  and  estimated  that  if  access  roads  in  region  6 
could  be  built  to  planned  standards  during  the  next  20  years,  savings 
in  maintenance  and  hauling  costs  alone  would  amount  to  $329.5  mil¬ 
lion,  as  compared  with  construction  costs  of  $282  million. 

If  appropriated  funds  were  available,  the  main  line  and  secondary 
access  roads  in  the  national  forests  could  be  built  to  permanent  stand¬ 
ards  as  they  are  needed,  with  the  added  cost  to  the  Government  being 
recovered  from  future  sales. 

Another  problem  inherent  in  the  present  method  of  financing  roads 
in  the  national  forests  is  that  it  makes  it  difficult  for  the  small  logger 
or  mill  to  bid  on  national  forest  timber  sales.  When  the  roads  are 
financed  by  the  purchasers,  timber  in  the  more  remote  areas  must  be 
sold  in  very  large  blocs  to  justify  the  cost  of  building  roads.  The 
large  capital  outlays  for  roads  required  by  these  sales  cannot  easily 
be  met  by  small  operators.  'When  the  Government  builds  the  roads 
and  includes  the  cost  in  the  st-umpage  price,  payments  are  made  as  the 
timber  is  actually  cut.  This  makes  it  possible  for  small  operators  to 
participate,  thus  increasing  competition  for  national  forest  timber. 

The  decline  of  competition  in  the  forest  industries  is  a  distressing 
and  ominous  fact  in  our  part  of  the  country.  We  have  only  about  one- 
tliird  the  number  of  timber  operators  now  that  we  had  just  after 
World  War  II.  The  Forest  Service  should  be  concerned  with  this 
■development,  since  it  seems  obvious  that  its  efforts  to  maintain  a  fair 
pricing  policy  for  national  forest  timber  will  be  facing  even  greater 
■odds  than  they  do  now  as  competition  declines.  Competition  in  yet 
another  aspect  is  lacking  under  the  present  program.  When  the 
purchaser  of  national  forest  timber  is  required  to  build  his  own  access 
roads,  in  most  cases  he  does  it  with  his  own  crews  and  equipment,  and 
does  not  put  the  road  job  out  for  bids  to  professional  road  contractors. 
He  is  a  timber  operator,  not  a  roadbuilder,  and  once  he  has  bought  his 
sale,  his  main  concern  is  to  get  into  the  area  and  start  cutting. 

We  believe  that  national  forest  roads  would  be  built  better  and 
cheaper  if  they  were  built  by  professional  road  contractors.  The  law 
requires  the  Forest  Service  to  put  out  for  bid  any  road  costing  more 
than  $10,000  per  mile,  but  this  requirement  is  not  binding  on  roads 
built  by  timber  purchasers. 

Finally,  as  long  as  access  roads  are  located  only  in  immediate  sale 
■areas,  there  will  be  no  means  of  harvesting  the  billions  of  board  feet 
of  overripe  timber  in  remote  areas,  nor  will  there  be  any  means  of 
salvaging  additional  billions  of  feet  blown  down  or  killed  by  insects, 
fire,  and  disease  each  year.  We  estimate  that  in  region  6  alone,  from 
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$3  to  $5  million  annually  could  be  added  to  the  Federal  Treasury  if 
these  salvage  values  were  available. 

In  the  process  of  conducting  our  study  of  these  problems,  we  became 
convinced  that  the  development  program  for  the  national  forests, 
transmitted  to  Congress  by  President  Kennedy,  on  September  21, 1961, 
should  be  fully  implemented.  The  key  to  all  other  aspects  of  the 
program  is  an  adequate  system  of  national  forest  development  roads 
and  trails. 

Even  with  the  increases  for  this  program,  approved  by  the  House 
on  July  18,  the  program  will  only  be  at  81.3  percent  of  the  level  re¬ 
quired  for  full  implementation  of  the  first  10-year  phase  of  the  pro¬ 
gram.  As  indicated  by  the  Forest  Service,  the  10-year  program  calls 
for  appropriated  funds  for  roads  and  trails  of  $1.2  billion.  Consider¬ 
ing  internal  adjustments  necessary  within  the  Forest  Service  to  ad¬ 
minister  the  program  at  this  level,  we  believe  that  our  recommended 
levels  of  $67.5  million  for  1962,  $90  million  for  1963,  and  $120  million 
for  1964,  are  conservative  to  implement  this  10-year  program. 

The  additional  money  is  most  properly  to  be  regarded  as  an  invest¬ 
ment,  and  it  is  the  kind  of  investment  that  most  businessmen  would 
be  eager  to  make.  When  roads  are  built  by  appropriated  funds,  their 
cost  is  added  to  the  price  of  timber  sold,  and  the  investment  is,  there¬ 
fore,  recovered  very  rapidly.  In  a  very  real  sense,  this  kind  of  in¬ 
vestment  is  “seed  money”  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Federal  Treasury, 
since  it  will  encourage  more  competition  for  national  forest  timber 
which  will  inci'ease  stumpage  rates.  It  will  also  permit  the  harvest¬ 
ing  of  timber  which  would  otherwise  be  completely  wasted,  and  will 
add  revenue  from  this  source  which  otherwise  would  not  be  forth¬ 
coming  at  all. 

The  demand  for  national  forest  timber,  for  recreation,  and  for  other 
national  forest  products,  is  already  with  us.  In  particular,  the  de¬ 
mand  for  timber  is  not  wholly  dependent  on  current  market  condi¬ 
tions,  since  it  is  due  partly  to  a  long-term  trend  toward  increasing 
the  relative  share  of  the  total  timber  harvest  on  public  lands,  and 
decreasing  the  relative  share  cut  on  private  lands. 

The  longer  we  wait  to  meet  this  demand,  the  more  serious  the  con¬ 
sequences  for  the  national  economy,  and  the  harder  it  will  be  to  ulti¬ 
mately  catch  up  with  it. 

In  addition  to  our  very  strong  support  of  the  forest  development 
roads  and  trails  program,  we  specifically  endorse  the  provisions  in 
H.R.  12135  which  would  increase  the  authorizations  for  Federal-aid 
primary,  secondary,  and  urban  extension  highway  routes — A-B-C 
roads — from  $925  million  annually  to  $950  million  for  fiscal  1963,  and 
$975  million  for  fiscal  year  1964.  The  progressive  increases  in  funds 
authorized  for  the  A-B-C  program  should  be  continued  at  the  annual 
rate  of  $25  million  per  year  until  the  annual  authorization  of  $1  billion 
is  reached,  in  accord  with  Congress'’  original  intent  as  expressed  in 
the  Federal-aid  Highway  Act  of  1956. 

On  behalf  of  the  Association  of  Oregon  Counties  and  the  National 
Association  of  County  Officials,  I  want  to  express  my  sincerest  ap¬ 
preciation  for  this  opportunity  to  present  our  data  and  our  views. 

Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you  very  much,  for  your  fine  presenta¬ 
tion. 

Have  you  any  questions  or  remarks,  Senator  Randolph  ? 
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Senator  Randolph.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  not  present  for  this  state¬ 
ment  by  Mr.  Tollenaar  excepting  the  last  two  or  three  pages  of  the 
prepared  material.  I  can  sense,  even  though  I  have  not  read,  the 
importance  of  the  counsel  which  the  National  Association  of  County 
Officials  brings  to  the  subcommittee.  I  am  sure  that  you,  as  well  as 
all  of  us  associated  with  you  in  the  conduct  of  the  hearing,  will  find 
this  information  to  be  of  value. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  might  comment  on  the  testimony  of  General 
Prentiss,  it  was  necessary  for  me  to  go  to  a  meeting  of  the  Post  Office 
and  Civil  Service  Committee,  but  I  have  had  the  privilege  of  reading 
the  statement  on  behalf  of  the  American  Road  Builders’  Association, 
and  I  feel  that  the  four  recommendations  which  were  spelled  out 
in  the  testimony  of  General  Prentiss  are  of  such  a  nature  that  in  the 
subcommittee  as  well  as  the  full  committee  we  will  want  to  give  care¬ 
ful  consideration  to  the  recommendations  and  to  the  background  and 
study  which  caused  the  American  Road  Builders’  Association, 
through  its  representative,  to  ask  certain  Highway  Trust  Funds  be 
not  impaired,  that  certain  relocation  costs  be  not  added  indiscrimi¬ 
nately,  and  that  in  other  ways  we  be  very  careful  in  connection 
with  our  programing  of  the  funds  for  carrying  on  this  work.  I 
attach  special  importance  to  the  recommendations  of  the  American 
Road  Builders’  Association  because  of  the  public  service  aspects  of 
its  operations  and  its  recognized  leadership,  since  1902,  in  the  field 
of  highway  engineering,  finance,  and  construction. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  your  courtesy  in  allowing  me  to  ques¬ 
tion  an  earlier  witness  today  out  of  order.  I  am  grateful. 

Senator  McNamara.  Do  you  have  any  questions,  Senator  Moss? 

Senator  Moss.  I  have  no  question. 

Senator  McNamara.  Senator  Smith  ? 

Senator  Smith.  I  have  no  questions,  Mr.  Chairman.  Thank  you. 

Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you  very  much.  Your  material  will 
be  very  helpful  to  the  committee. 

Now,  we  have  Mr.  Frank  Lyon,  Director  of  the  Oklahoma  State 
Highway  Commission,  and  we  would  like  very  much  to  have  Senator 
Kerr  present  because  he  particularly  asked  to  be  here  when  Mr.  Lyon 
made  his  presentation. 

All  right,  Mr.  Lyon,  we  will  make  further  effort  to  get  Senator 
Kerr  because  he  is  very  desirous  of  being  here  when  you  testify,  and 
I  am  sure  the  staff  people  here  are  working  on  it.  We  received  word 
10  or  15  minutes  ago  that  he  was  on  his  way  to  this  hearing.  So 
maybe  it  was  necessary  for  him  to  take  a  detour. 

STATEMENT  OF  FRANK  LYON,  DIRECTOR  OF  HIGHWAYS,  STATE 

OF  OKLAHOMA 

Mr.  Lyon.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you. 

First  of  all,  we  want  to  talk  about  a  particular  road,  but  it  has  a 
bearing  on  what  you  have  heard  in  testimony  here  both  by  ARBA 
and  by  Mr.  Mackie  speaking  for  Michigan,  and  that  is  this :  The  point 
we  want  to  drive  home  is  when  we  talk  about  a  forestry  road  or  public 
lands  roads,  roads  of  that  type,  we  are  well  aware  and  strongly  sup¬ 
port  the  position  of  not  bothering,  not  transferring  funds  from  the 
trust  fund  to  those  types  of  roads. 
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So  as  we  make  a  plea  for  a  road  in  an  area  we  recognize,  we  are 
making  a  plea  for  additional  funds,  as  it  were,  for  these  particular 
roads,  but  we  still  strongly  support  not  bothering  the  Trust  Fund. 

And  we  appreciate  your  support  in  that  matter,  too. 

Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Lyon.  The  road  we  want  to  discuss  and  talk  about  you  heard 
discussed  some  this  morning,  and  it  is  about  a  56-mile  road,  some 
19  miles  in  Arkansas,  and  some  37  miles  in  Oklahoma.  It  is  strictly 
a  forestry  type  road  and  so  that  I  do  not  encroach  upon  their  testi¬ 
mony,  which  you  will  hear  a  little  later,  I  just  want  to  say  briefly 
that  forestry  people  have  been  interested  in  this  road  since  about 
1954  or  1955,  and  there  have  been  various  pamphlets  put  out  on  it, 
and  that  sort  of  thing,  to  try  to  promote  a  road  there.  It  will  be 
one  for  recreation  and  scenic  type  travel.  It  will  also  have  something 
to  do  with  forestry  services  and  forestry  access,  but  it  is  primarily  a 
scenic  recreational  type  road. 

Some  of  the  problems  that  have  been  discussed  in  connection  with 
it  is  that  it  is  on  a  ridge.  It  will  be  a  road  that  will  be  curved,  and 
so  forth,  so  you  can  get  the  views,  a  skyline  type  road.  It  will  not 
have  development  within,  it  has  been  suggested,  200  feet  of  the  road 
at  any  place,  so  that  the  road  will  not  be  obscured. 

We  are  in  somewhat  of  a  strained  position  here  pushing  very,  very 
strongly  for  this  road.  Generally,  the  roads  we  push  for  are  utility- 
type  roads,  and  we  think  this  is  an  absolute  necessity,  of  course,  for 
Arkansas  and  Oklahoma  in  that  area  and  that  it  can  show  great  de¬ 
velopment  of  an  area  which  does  need  development. 

The  costs,  as  were  discussed  this  morning,  also  the  type  of  costs 
that  are  involved,  are  on  the  order  of  about  $6.2  million.  There  were 
some  spurs  connected  with  this,  coming  down  off  the  ridge,  which  the 
forestry  people  probably  will  discuss  with  you  again,  and  that  has 
been  taken  off.  and  it  was  thought  that  it  would  be  relatively  prac¬ 
tical  in  a  sense  to  extend  the  construction  of  the  road  over  a  4-year 
period,  as  we  tried  to  work  it  in. 

We  found — brought  out  in  our  meetings,  and  so  forth,  back  and 
forth,  with  both  Arkansas,  the  Department  of  Interior,  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads,  and  so  forth — a  great  demand  for  roads  of  this  type, 
and  so  besides  trying  hard  for  one  in  our  own  State  we  think  that 
we  do  some  service  in  bringing  before  the  committee  the  great  need 
and  the  great  pressures  and  requests  for  this  type  of  development 
all  across  the  country.  You  will  see  it  developing  not  only  in  the 
West,  where  it  has  always  been  the  strong  development,  but  all  across 
the  country,  and  so  probably  this  problem  will  have  to  be  met  again, 
again,  and  again. 

So  we  want  to  be  one  of  the  first  States  to  hit  strongly  into  this, 
and  we  want  to  mention  without  taking  too  much  more  of  your  time 
the  possibilities  of  financing,  which  will  have  to  be  discussed  and, 
of  course,  in  your  wisdom  decide  how  to  try  to  finance. 

First  of  all,  no  transfer  from  the  trust  fund. 

Secondly,  there  is  a  possibility  that  it  will  be  financed  by  increasing 
public  lands  road  funds,  and  again  I  believe  the  forestry  people 
will  talk  to  you  about  that. 

Thirdly,  to  the  forestry  development,  the  forestry  access  roads 
as  they  now  exist  or  perhaps  a  new  category  of  roads  which  we  will 
call  recreational  type. 
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All  of  these  have  certain  strengths  and  weaknesses,  and  we  thought 
only  to  point  out  that  increasing  the  public  land  road  funds  does 
give  a  jurisdiction  and  under  present  law  does  give  the  machinery 
which  is  there  to  do  it  with  presently  written  laws. 

Under  the  new  category,  it  will  be  a  recreational  type  road.  There 
is  a  slight  administrative  problem — maybe  it  is  not  slight,  depending 
on  the  amount  of  the  fund,  but  an  administrative  problem  in  desig¬ 
nating  too  many  different  types  of  roads  outside  of  the  regular  A- 
B-C  program. 

Again,  in  closing,  we  want  to  strongly  urge  that  conditions  being 
what  they  are  that  we  need  to  bring  to  your  attention  very,  very 
strongly  the  need  for  this  type  of  road,  and  to  ask  that  consideration 
be  given  to  it,  and  that  we  certainly  hope  that  Oklahoma  and  Ar¬ 
kansas,  in  this  case,  are  two  of  the  first  States  to  come  in  with  a  road 
which  is  a  forestry  recreational-type  road. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  McNamara.  We  want  to  thank  you  very  much  for  your 
contribution,  and  I  guess  you  saw  some  indication  this  morning  that 
real  consideration  will  be  given  to  this  problem. 

Mr.  Lyon.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you. 

That  seems  to  complete  our  list  of  witnesses  today. 

Do  any  of  the  Senators  have  any  questions  or  comments  on  the 
proposition  ? 

Senator  Smith? 

Senator  Smith.  No,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  McNamara.  Senator  Moss  ? 

Senator  Moss.  No;  I  have  not. 

Senator  McNamara.  You  have  many  areas,  I  am  sure,  in  similar 
condition.  If  you  have  any  comment,  we  would  be  glad  to  have  it 
at  this  time. 

Senator  Moss.  Yes.  I  listened  with  great  interest  to  what  the  wit¬ 
ness  had  to  say.  Certainly,  we  do  have  that  problem.  I  am  in 
hearty  agreement.  We  need  to  give  more  attention  to  it. 

I  had  a  road  problem  that  I  was  trying  to  solve  myself,  but  I  was 
looking  through  here  to  see  if  any  place  we  could  find  the  funds 
for  it.  We  have  a  road  running  out  to  a  wildlife  refuge  that  I  have 
been  trying  to  get  some  funds  for  for  some  time.  We  got  it  in  the 
appropriations  bill  on  the  Senate  side  and  the  House  conferees  insisted 
on  knocking  it  out.  I  am  trying  to  find  out  where  we  could  get  it 
here  and  get  something  done  for  that  road. 

Senator  McNamara.  You  will  have  some  time  to  work  that  out. 
and  I  am  sure  at  this  point  the  Chair  would  be  of  very  little  assistance 
to  you. 

Senator  Moss.  Time  is  of  the  essence,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  McNamara.  If  there  is  nothing  further  coming  before  the 
hearing,  the  hearings  are  adjourned  until  10  a.m.  tomorrow. 

(Thereupon,  at  2:55  p.m.,  the  subcommittee  recessed,  to  reconvene 
at  10  a.m.,  Wednesday,  August  8,  1962.) 
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WEDNESDAY,  AUGUST  8,  1962 

U.  S.  Senate, 

Subcommittee  on  Public  Roads  of  tiie 

Committee  on  Public  Works, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  recess,  at  10  a.m.,  in  room  4200, 
New  Senate  Office  Building,  Senator  Pat  McNamara  (chairman) 
presiding. 

Present  :  Senators  McNamara,  Kerr,  Randolph,  Young,  Metcalf, 
and  Miller. 

Also  present:  Senator  Chavez,  chairman  of  the  full  committee. 

Senator  McNamara.  The  hearing  will  be  in  order. 

We  are  very  happy  to  have  two  very  distinguished  Members  of 
the  U.S.  Senate  here  to  testify  this  morning. 

Gentleman,  I  believe  you  have  worked  out  some  sort  of  arrange¬ 
ments  between  you.  Senator  Stennis  indicates  that  we  should  first 
recognize  you,  Senator  Case. 

Senator  Case.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  should 
like,  with  your  permission,  to  yield  for  as  long  as  he  may  require  to 
my  distinguished  colleague,  the  Senator  from  Mississippi. 

Senator  McNamara.  Very  well,  Senator  Stennis. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  JOHN  STENNIS,  A  U.S.  SENATOR  FROM  THE 

STATE  OF  MISSISSIPPI 

Senator  Stennis.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  thank  you,  Sena¬ 
tor  Case. 

May  I  express  a  special  personal  pleasure  in  appearing  before  this 
subcommittee  with  its  fine  chairman,  and  also  in  company  with  the 
chairman  of  the  full  committee,  who  is  the  gentleman,  Senator  Chavez, 
who  tried  to  start  me  out  right  in  the  Senate  a  good  number  of  years 
ago,  and  I  feel  a  very  lasting  debt  of  great  gratitude,  along  with  many 
others  who  feel  the  same  way,  to  Senator  Chavez. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  commitee,  the  reason  I  was  going 
to  be  so  very  brief  is  because  I  have  a  committee  meeting,  of  which  T 
have  to  serve  as  chairman,  but  this  is  a  small  request  for  authorization 
for  an  additional  $550,000  to  meet  this  situation  with  reference  to  re¬ 
building  a  length  of  the  Natchez  Trace  Parkway  which  runs  near 
Jackson,  Miss. 

Now,  the  people  of  Jackson  and  that  county  are  building  at  their 
own  expense  a  $22  to  $24  million  reservoir  on  the  Pearl  River.  That 
is  for  water  supply,  and  so  forth.  And  this  Natchez  Trace  runs  along 
near  this  Pearl  River  for  a  good  number  of  miles,  but  at  one  point, 
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where  this  reservoir  is  going  to  back  up  the  water,  a  relocation  of  the 
Federal  parkway  is  necessary,  and  the  original  estimate  on  this  is 
reflected  in  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1959  as  $2  million.  You 
authorized  it  at  that  time. 

Now,  as  is  true  in  such  projects,  military  projects  and  others,  as 
sometimes  worked  out  it  takes  more  money  than  originally  thought. 
And  there  is  an  authorization,  then,  in  this  bill  for  the  additional 
$550,000. 

I  have  a  few  questions  here  that  Mr.  Carver,  who  is  handling  this 
for  the  parkway,  is  familiar  with,  and  when  he  comes  on  the  witness 
stand  I  hope  that  the  chairman  or  the  clerk  will  ask  him  these  ques¬ 
tions,  and  that  will  reflect  all  the  facts  from  the  official  viewpoint, 
and,  also,  I  would  like  the  privilege  of  putting  in  the  record  a  letter 
from  the  chairman  and  attorney  for  this  reservoir  that  I  have  referred 
to,  and  showing  how  it  works. 

I  thank  the  chairman  and  thank  Senator  Case. 

(The  letter  referred  to  is  as  follows :) 


Watkins,  Pyle,  Edwards  &  Ludlam, 

Jackson ,  Miss.,  August  6,  1962. 

In  re  Natchez  Trace  Parkway,  U..S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  relocation 
occasioned  by  the  construction  of  the  Pearl  River  Valley  Water  Supply 
District  Reservoir. 

Senator  John  C.  Stennis, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 


Dear  Senator  Stennis:  The  Pearl  River  Valley  Water  Supply  District  is 
working  against  a  timetable  calling  for  completion  of  the  reservoir  and  filling 
that  reservoir  with  water  during  the  month  of  December  1963. 

As  you  know,  this  present  month  of  August  1962,  completes  5  hard  years  of 
work  on  this  project. 

To  complete  by  December  1963,  will  require  the  relocation  of  the  Natchez 
Trace  Parkway  and  its  removal  in  certain  places ;  otherwise  the  Natchez  Trace 
Parkway  would  be  under  some  12  to  15  feet  of  water  in  certain  areas. 

Although  we  have  given  proper  attention  to  this  matter,  the  Natchez  Trace 
land  acquisition,  which  is  being  done  by  the  reservoir  and  at  the  expense  of  the 
reservoir,  has  caused  some  delay.  We  are  at  the  point  of  acquiring  most  of  the 
remaining  parcels  within  the  next  60  days,  either  by  direct  acquisition  or  by 
condemnations. 

We  have  accomplished  the  necessary  protection  for  Southern  Natural  Gas  Co. 
and  its  16-  and  18-inch  natural  gas  pipelines ;  we  are  in  substantial  agreement 
with  United  Gas  Pipe  Line  Co.  for  the  protection  of  its  30-inch  high  pressure 
natural  gas  pipeline.  We  are  taking  bids  today  on  the  relocation  of  the  Gulf. 
Mobile  &  Ohio  Railroad  main  line  facilities. 

You  will  readily  understand,  therefore,  that  the  relocation  of  the  Natchez 
Trace  Parkway  in  part  during  the  remainder  of  this  year,  and  to  be  completed 
prior  to  December  of  1963,  is  a  matter  of  prime  concern. 

Yours  very  sincerely. 


H.  V.  Watkins. 


Senator  McNamara.  Without  objection,  your  request  will  be 
honored. 

Senator  Case. 


STATEMENT  OF  HON.  CLIFFORD  P.  CASE,  A  U.S.  SENATOR  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  NEW  JERSEY 

Senator  Case.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  have 
a  prepared  statement,  which  I  believe  has  been  circulated. 

With  permission  of  the  committee,  I  will  not  read  it  but  submit  it 
for  the  record  and  ask  that  it  be  incorporated  in  the  record  in  full  at 
this  point. 
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Senator  McNamara.  Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  statement  referred  to  follows :) 

Remarks  Prepared  for  Delivery,  Senator  Clifford  P.  Case 

I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  appear  before  your  committee.  You  are  con¬ 
sidering  H.R.  12135,  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962,  which  provides  the 
customary  biennial  authorization  of  highway  funds  for  fiscal  years  1964  and 
1965. 

But  there  are  items  of  considerable  importance  in  this  House-approved  bill 
which  go  beyond  the  basic  provision  of  funds  to  extend  America’s  Federal-aid 
primary,  secondary,  and  urban  highway  systems.  Section  7  of  H.R.  12135,  for 
example,  could  have  an  important  effect  on  the  success  of  failure  of  another  pro¬ 
gram,  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  your  committee — the  mass  transportation 
program. 

As  a  cosponsor  of  the  administration’s  mass  transportation  bill,  I  am,  of 
course,  deeply  interested  in  the  accomplishment  of  its  objectives.  But  I  believe 
the  purposes  of  the  President’s  mass  transportation  program  can  be  effective 
only  to  the  extent  that  highways  and  mass  transit  projects  in  urban  areas  are 
coordinated.  I  am  the  sponsor  of  a  bill  to  meet  thsi  need,  and  I  believe  that  my 
objective  is  also  that  of  the  President  as  set  forth  in  his  transportation  message, 
as  it  relates  to  the  need  for  coordinated  transportation  planning. 

It  is  fundamental,  I  believe,  that  comprehensive  areawide  transportation  pro¬ 
grams  should  be  worked  out  so  as  to  insure  the  most  effective  use  of  any  large- 
scale  Federal  assistance. 

The  President  has  asked  Congress  to  initiate  a  new  $300  million  mass  trans¬ 
portation  program.  I  do  not  regard  the  program  as  a  threat  to  the  highway 
program.  In  some  areas,  parallel  development  of  these  systems  may  be  in 
order.  In  others,  rapid  transit,  rather  than  major  highway  construction  or  vice 
versa,  may  meet  a  particular  situation.  If  both  the  Federal  urban  road  and 
mass  transportation  programs  are  to  proceed  each  without  regard  to  the  other, 
we  will  not  be  making  the  wisest  use  of  our  resources  in  the  search  for  sound 
solutions  of  our  transportation  problems  in  urban  areas. 

What  the  President  is  advocating,  what  I  am  trying  to  do,  what  this  commit¬ 
tee  will  surely  seek  to  accomplish  is  simply  to  assure  that  the  taxpayer  gets 
the  most  out  of  his  transportation  dollar  and  that  the  transportation  needs  of 
our  citizens  are  best  served.  Waste  and  duplication  in  urban  transportation  will 
not  help  the  roadbuilding  program  in  the  long  run  any  more  than  it  can  assist 
those  urban  areas  where  mass  transit  projects  best  suit  the  particular  situation. 

In  his  message  to  Congress  of  April  5,  the  President  said,  with  regard  to 
the  control  of  highway  funds  : 

“In  addition  I  recommend  that  the  Federal-aid  highway  law  be  amended 
to  provide  that,  effective  not  later  than  July  1,  1965,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
shall,  before  approving  a  program  for  highway  projects  in  any  metropolitan 
area,  make  a  finding  that  such  projects  are  consistent  with  comprehensive  develop¬ 
ment  plans  for  the  metropolitan  area  and  that  the  Federal-aid  system  so  developed 
will  be  an  integral  part  of  a  soundly  based,  balanced  transportation  system  for 
the  area  involved.” 

And,  with  regard  to  the  same  type  of  control  sought  by  the  President  over 
the  spending  of  mass  transportation  funds.  Administrator  Robert  Weaver  of 
the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency,  told  the  Housing  Subcommittee : 

“Before  a  grant  is  made  for  any  project,  our  Agency  would  have  to  determine 
that  the  facilities  and  equipment  for  which  the  assistance  is  sought  are  needed 
for  carrying  out  a  program  for  a  unified  or  officially  coordinated  urban  transpor¬ 
tation  system  as  a  part  of  the  comprehensively  planned  development  of  the 
urban  area.  This  transportation  program  would  have  to  meet  criteria  estab¬ 
lished  by  us. 

“This  means  that  a  grant  of  public  funds  would  be  used  only  for  a  project 
which  is  necessary  for  the  local  mass  transportation  system,  that  the  mass  trans¬ 
portation  system  would  be  an  integral  part  of  a  coordinated  transportation  pro¬ 
gram  to  carry  out  an  overall  transportation  plan,  and  that  the  transportation 
plan,  in  turn,  would  fit  into  the  areawide  program  of  comprehensive  planning  for 
the  development,  of  the  urban  area.  Responsibility  for  the  transportation  system 
could  be  exercised  by  a  single  agency  or  through  officially  coordinated  agencies. 

“Provisions  similar  to  these  planning  requirements  are  also  contained  in  S.  3122. 
introduced  by  Senator  Case  of  Xew  Jersey.  That  bill,  which  was  introduced 
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prior  to  the  administration  bill,  has  the  same  basic  objective  as  onr  proposals 
in  this  regard.” 

My  bill,  S.  3122.  which  is  not  before  your  committee,  would  accomplish  the 
objective  by  placing  under  one  roof — the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency — 
the  final  responsibility  for  allocating  funds  for  both  mass  transportation  projects 
and  highways  financed  with  Federal  funds. 

The  administration  seeks  to  reach  the  same  goal  by  dividing  responsibility  be¬ 
tween  two  Federal  agencies — the  Department  of  Commerce  and  the  Housing 
and  Home  Finance  Agency. 

The  administration  would  amend  two  separate  laws  to  reach  this  objective : 
section  4  of  S.  3126  would  amend  the  Housing  Act ;  section  7  of  the  McNamara  bill, 
S.  3136,  now  pending  in  your  committee,  would  amend  the  Highway  Act. 

The  goal  of  integrated  planning  and  development  of  urban  transportation  in 
our  urban  areas  is,  as  I  have  sought  to  point  out,  of  great  importance.  In  this 
instance,  the  objective  would  be  clearly  met  by  the  language  of  section  7  of  S. 
3136,  the  administration  bill  pending  before  your  committee.  It  follows  precisely 
President  Kennedy’s  sound  recommendations  for  achieving  coordinated  planning 
and  development  of  urban  transportation. 

Section  7  of  H.R.  12135.  too,  is  based  on  the  President’s  recommendations.  The 
language  of  this  bill  and  the  language  of  the  report  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Public  Works  do  not  appear  to  follow  the  President's  recommendations  quite  so 
specifically. 

I  doubt  that  the  House  meant  to  weaken  to  any  serious  degree  the  Presi¬ 
dent's  determination  that,  in  urban  areas,  controls,  based  on  coordinated  plan¬ 
ning,  should  be  placed  on  the  spending  of  Federal  funds  for  both  mass  transit 
projects  and  highways  in  urban  areas.  For  the  House  committee  report  states 
that  “others  (recommendations  of  the  President)  included  material  covered 
under  sections  6,  7,  and  9  of  H.R.  12135  relating,  respectively,  to  the  use  of 
secondary  highway  funds  in  urban  extensions  of  the  secondary  system,  trans¬ 
portation  planning  in  urban  areas  and  highway  planning  and  research.  The 
committee  feels  that  H.R.  12135  meets  the  objectives  of  the  recommendations 
set  forth  in  the  President’s  message  on  transportation  as  they  relate  to  Federal- 
aid  highways.” 

But  there  have  been  suggestions  that  the  House  bill,  H.R.  12135,  departs 
entirely  from  the  President’s  recommendation  for  the  coordination  of  urban 
transportation  plans.  It  has  been  suggested  that  the  House  bill  now  requires 
only  the  coordination  of  highway  plans  as  a  prerequisite  for  the  granting  of 
Federal  funds,  rather  than  the  coordination  of  all  transportation  plans  for 
urban  areas. 

In  this  light.  I  believe  it  is  essential  that  your  committee  make  clear  its  sense 
that  the  President’s  proposals  in  this  regard  are  an  integral  part  of  his  overall 
transportation  program  and  that  the  legislation  it  recommends  fully  meets  his 
objectives. 

I  have  a  deep  appreciation  of  the  painstaking  care  with  which,  every  2  years, 
this  committee  approaches  its  difficult  and  often  unheralded  task.  Thank  you 
for  hearing  me  today. 

Senator  Case.  Then  I  will  come  directly  to  the  point,  if  I  may, 
with  a  brief  oral  summary. 

Of  course,  T  support  the  hill  that  is  before  your  committee,  the 
proposed  Highway  Act  of  1962.  There  is  one  point  that  is  the  reason 
for  my  appearance  here,  my  interest  in  coordinated  transportation  for 
metropolitan  areas. 

The  President’s  recommendation  in  his  message  of  April  5,  1962, 
Document  No.  384,  on  page  12,  and  the  third  paragraph  contains  the 
particular  point  to  which  I  would  like,  if  I  may,  direct  the  commit¬ 
tee's  attention. 

It  is  the  recommendation  that,  effective  not  later  than  July  1,  1965, 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  before  approving  a  program  for  high¬ 
way  projects  in  any  metropolitan  area,  make  a  finding  that  such  proj¬ 
ects  are  consistent  with  comprehensive  development  plans  for  the 
area  and  that  the  Federal-aid  system  so  developed  will  be  an  integral 
part  of  a  soundly  based  balanced  transportation  system  for  the  area 
involved. 
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Pursuant  to  that  recommendation,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  chairman  of 
the  subcommittee  introduced  on  April  10  S.  3136,  which  I  understand 
is  pending  before  the  committee,  among  other  bills,  the  Senate  ver¬ 
sion  of  the  highway  bill. 

In  section  7  of  that  bill,  on  page  8,  language  responsive,  as  I  under¬ 
stand  it,  to  the  President’s  recommendation  to  which  I  have  referred, 
is  contained. 

It  seems  to  me  that  this  directly  completely  responds  to  the  Pres¬ 
ident’s  suggestion. 

I  would  be  most  happy  if,  in  the  committee’s  wisdom,  it  decided 
to  make  that  language  part  of  the  bill  which  is  recommended. 

The  House,  of  course,  considered  this  matter  and  had  before  it  a 
companion  bill  originally,  to  the  bill  introduced  by  the  Senator  from 
Michigan.  After  consideration,  a  clean  bill  was  introduced  by  the 
House  committee  and  passed,  H.R.  12135,  introduced  on  July  19, 
and  that  bill,  as  I  understand  it,  is  before  the  committee  now. 

In  section  7  of  that  bill  comparable  language  is  contained  to  that 
contained  in  section  7  of  the  bill  of  the  Senator  from  Michigan. 

There  are  some  changes,  and  it  is  the  question  of  the  effect  of 
these  changes  that  I  want  to  talk  about  now,  and,  specifically,  while 
the  House  committee  in  its  report  suggests  that  it  is  accomplishing, 
in  substance,  the  President’s  recommendation  for  coordination  of  all 
forms  of  transport  in  metropolitan  area,  there  have  been  suggestions, 
not  by  the  House  committee,  I  think,  but  from  the  outside,  that  this  is 
intended  to  limit  the  degree  of  coordination  required  and,  very 
specifically,  that  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  not  obliged  to  see 
whether  a  particular  highway  grant  conforms  to  a  comprehensive 
program  of  transportation  of  all  sorts,  but  only  whether  it  is  in  con¬ 
formity  with  a  plan  for  integration  of  highways  alone. 

In  my  opinion,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  will  be  most  unfortunate  if  this 
interpretation  should  be  allowed  to  prevail.  I  do  not  think  it  is  the 
intention  of  the  House  or  the  House  committee.  I  am  sure  it  will  not 
be  your  intention,  but  it  is  my  concern  that,  in  the  way  that  you 
best  see  fit,  you  clear  up  any  possible  misapprehension  on  that  score 
and  make  it  clear  that  you  support,  as  I  do,  the  President’s  recom¬ 
mendation  that  after  this  date  there  be  no  grants  of  Federal  high¬ 
way  funds  except  in  conformity  with  plans  for  metropolitan  areas 
embracing  comprehensive  transportation  systems  of  all  sorts. 

And  that  is  the  nut  of  my  testimony,  and  I  shall  lay  myself  open 
to  any  questions  you  may  have,  or,  otherwise,  get  on  with  my  work 
and  let  you  get.  on  with  yours. 

Senator  McNamara.  Are  there  any  questions  ? 

Thanks  very  much.  You  can  be  sure  your  recommendations  will  be 
given  every  consideration. 

I  see  we  have  Senator  Frank  Church  in  the  audience.  We  also 
have  a  Congressman.  We  hope  to  hear  from  him  after  you,  Senator 
Church.  He  is  Congressman  Harris,  incidentally,  who  was  here  yes¬ 
terday.  We  asked  him  to  return  today.  So  we  are  under  some  obliga¬ 
tion  to  him. 

Senator  Church.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  waiting  upon  a  letter  that 
I  would  like  to  put  in  the  record  following  my  short  statement,  and 
I  will  be  very  happy  to  accommodate  the  Congressman  if  he  would 
like  to  appear  first. 
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Senator  McNamara.  You  are  very  gracious,  and  we  appreciate  that 
very  much. 

Congressman  Harris.  Why  not  stay  right  there,  Senator  Church  ? 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  OREN  HARRIS,  A  TJ.S.  REPRESENTATIVE 
PROM  THE  STATE  OF  ARKANSAS 

Representative  Harris.  May  1  thank  the  Senator  very  much  for¬ 
giving  me  this  opportunity  to  proceed. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  this  distinguished  committee,  first, 
let  me  thank  you  for  the  privilege  of  coming  before  you  on  a  matter 
which,  I  think,  is  highly  important,  vital  to  our  area  of  the  country, 
my  own  State  and  district,  and  the  State  of  Oklahoma,  which  the 
distinguished  Senator,  Mr.  Kerr  represents,  and  my  own  distinguished 
majority  leader,  Carl  Albert,  his  district  which  joins  mine. 

Let  me  say,  also,  that  I  am  in  accord  with  the  objectives  of  this 
legislation,  and  I  suppoi’t  the  highway  program  as  is  proposed  in 
this  legislation,  generally. 

Second,  I  want  to  say  that  I  am  here  representing,  not  only  myself 
and  my  district,  the  State,  but  I  speak  for  Senators  McClellan  and 
Fulbright,  as  well  as  my  majority  leader,  Mr.  Carl  Albert,  on  this 
highly  important  project. 

The  western  part  of  Arkansas  and  the  eastern  part  of  Oklahoma, 
in  my  judgment,  are  among  the  most  scenic  and  beautiful  areas  of 
the  United  States.  There  is  a  long,  long  history  about  this  particular 
area  that  I  would  not  take  your  time  to  describe,  but  it  goes  back  to 
the  days  of  the  Louisiana  Purchase  and  the  development  that  we  have 
had  in  this  area  since,  even  to  the  outstanding  and  interesting  incident 
of  Queen  Wilhelmina  coming  to  the  top  of  Rich  Mountain  and  there 
building  herself  a  fine  home  and  resort,  which  she  never  did  get  to 
actually  visit  herself  because,  on  her  way  to  the  United  States,  in 
New  York,  as  you  remember  history,  she  became  ill  and  had  to  return 
to  her  own  country. 

This  Rich  Mountain  area  is  Ouachita  National  Forest,  a  part  of  it, 
one  of  the  areas  which  President  Theodore  Roosevelt  established  when 
he  was  President  of  the  United  States,  and  I  show  you  a  picture  of  the 
Ouachita  National  Forest,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  of  my  own  district  and  State  and  the  eastern  part  of  Oklahoma. 

I  come  to  you  asking  that  we  be  permitted  to  construct  and  build  a 
road  across  Rich  Mountain  in  the  national  forest  for  many  justifiable 
reasons  which  starts  at  around  Mena,  Ark.,  and  goes  west  some  20 
miles,  I  believe,  or  26  miles  in  Arkansas  and  then  on  west  into  Oakla- 
homa,  for  a  total  of  about  60  miles. 

I  testified  before  the  House  committee,  Mr.  Chairman,  on  this  highly 
important  program.  At  that  time,  we  had  underway  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  a  joint  effort  between  the  Highway  Department  of  Oklahoma 
and  Arkansas,  the  Forest  Service,  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  in  an 
effort  to  get  this  project  underway.  It  had  not  been  consummated 
at  that  time.  But  I  did  leave  with  the  House  committee  the  full  in¬ 
formation  on  the  program. 

Recently,  these  groups  have  come  together  and  a  program  has  now 
been  worked  out  in  which  it  is  the  purpose  of  the  States  of  Oklahoma 
and  Arkansas  to  bear  the  cost  of  the  design,  survey,  supervision  of 
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construction,  with  the  Federal  support  through  this  area  of  our 
Ouachita  National  Forest  and  to  maintain  the  completed  Skyline 
Drive. 

Most  of  the  acquisition  of  lands  will  be  no  problem  at  all  because 
it  belongs  to  the  national  forest.  Only  a  very  small  part  of  it  does 
not,  because  there  is  a  State  park  in  this  area  called  Wilhelmina  Park, 
incidentally,  which  the  State  of  Arkansas  has  made  into  a  State  park 
and  is  supporting  with  funds  at  considerable  cost.  The  States  of 
Oklahoma  and  Arkansas,  under  this  action,  it  has  been  recently 
agreed  to,  will  have  their  portions  of  the  Skyline  Drive  placed  on  the 
respective  State  highway  systems  by  appropriate  action. 

The  Forest  Service  and  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  will  be  for¬ 
mally  requested  to  work  out  plans  to  cooperate  with  this  program 
and  have  agreed  to  do  so.  We  have  a  target  date  understood  and 
agreed  to  of  some  4  years. 

I  am  authorized  to  advise  this  committee  that — 

The  Arkansas  Highway  Commission  will  add  the  Arkansas  portion  of  the 
Skyline  Drive,  Ouachita  National  Forest,  to  State  highway  system  and  will 
perform  necessary  engineering  with  Federal  support,  provided  construction  and 
right-of-way  is  financed  as  a  forest  recreation  way.  This  department  is  prepared 
to  proceed  immediately  with  surveys  and  designing  the  project  when  construc¬ 
tion  is  so  financed.  You  are  authorized  to  present  this  telegram  to  the  Senate 
committee. 

F.  R.  Oliver, 
Director  of  Highways. 

And  I  leave  a  copy  of  this  wire,  Mr.  Chairman,  with  you,  showing 
that  the  State  highway  commission  is  ready  to  proceed  with  its  part 
of  this  program  that  has  been  worked  out  and  agreed  to. 

Senator  McNamara.  Without  objection  the  wire  will  be  made  a  part 
of  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  wire  referred  to  follows :) 

August  7, 1962. 

Congressman  Oben  Harris, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.O.: 

Arkansas  Highway  Commission  will  add  Arkansas  portion  Skyline  Drive, 
Ouachita  National  Forest,  to  State  highway  system  and  will  perform  necessary 
engineering  with  Federal  support  provided  construction  and  right-of-way  is 
financed  as  a  forest  recreation  way.  This  Department  is  prepared  to  proceed 
immediately  with  surveys  and  designing  the  project  when  construction  is  so 
financed.  You  are  authorized  to  present  this  telegram  to  the  Senate  committee. 

F.  R.  Oliver, 
Director  of  Highivays. 

Senator  McNamara.  You  may  proceed. 

Representative  Harris.  Now  this  is  in  keeping,  Mr.  Chairman,  with 
the  law.  The  86th  Congress  provided  Public  Law  86-517,  of  which 
this  chairman  and  the  members  of  this  committee  are  thoroughly 
familiar,  in  which  it  said : 

The  national  forest  shall  be  administered  for  outdoor  recreation,  range,  timber, 
watershed,  and  wildlife  and  fish  purposes,  for  multiple  use  and  sustained  yield 
of  the  several  projects  and  services  obtained  therefrom  so  there  they  will  utilize 
the  combination  that  will  best  meet  the  needs  of  the  American  people,  making 
the  most  judicial  use  of  the  land  and  giving  harmonious  and  coordinated  manage¬ 
ment  to  the  various  resources,  each  with  the  other,  without  impairment  of  the 
productivity  of  the  land. 

This  fits  it  exactly  to  a  “T,”  so,  without  taking  any  more  of  your 
time,  because  Senator  Kerr  is  so  familiar  with  this  project,  I  might  say 


122 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1962 


we  had  a  meeting  on  top  of  Rich  Mountain  last  December  in  which 
our  Governor  of  Arkansas  attended,  the  representative  of  the  Gover¬ 
nor  of  Oklahoma,  representative  of  the  distinguished  Senator,  Senator 
Kerr,  Mr.  Carl  Albert  of  that  district,  myself,  members  of  the  high¬ 
way  commission  in  Oklahoma,  members  of  the  highway  commission  in 
Arkansas,  the  National  Forest  Service,  the  State  forest  service  of  both 
States,  all  parties  interested  in  and  who  formulated  the  initial  plan, 
and  out  of  that  came  agreement  that  the  National  Forest  Service  would 
undertake  a  preliminary  survey,  which  has  been  completed,  and  I 
offer  a  copy  of  this  for  your  file,  if  not  for  the  record,  indeed.  A  part 
of  it  should  be  in  the  record,  because  it  outlines  not  only  the  introduc¬ 
tion,  but  it  gives,  section  by  section,  the  location,  the  valuation,  criteria, 
and  so  forth,  which  would  be  highly  important  and  for  your  own  use 
and  information. 

This  project  is  estimated  to  cost  in  the  neighborhood  of  some  $6 
million.  It,  would  come  as  a  part  of  the  program  which  this  commit¬ 
tee  worked  out  under  land  use  provisions  for  roads  through  our  na¬ 
tional  forest.  There  is  no  finer  in  the  United  States. 

And  I  join  my  delegation  and  the  Oklahoma  delegation  and  our 
State  people,  the  national  forest  people,  and  everyone  who  recognizes 
the  full  value  and  justification  of  this,  in  urging  that  this  committee 
authorize  this  program  as  a  part  of  this  important  highway  program 
which  you  are  considering  today. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  this  privilege  of  coming  with  you. 

(The  report  referred  to  is  as  folloAvs :) 

Preliminary  Reconnaissance  Report  on  Skyline  Drive  in  Oklahoma  and 
Arkansas  Ouachita  National  Forest 

introduction 

Public-minded  individuals  and  organizations  in  western  Arkansas  and  eastern 
Oklahoma  have  repeatedly  supported  public  recreation  developments  in  this 
portion  of  the  Ouachita  National  Forest.  As  early  as  1928  the  Ouachita  Na¬ 
tional  Park  Foundation  Society  was  organized  for  the  purpose  of  seeking  con¬ 
gressional  support  for  the  creation  Ouachita  National  Park  (160,000  acres) 
southeast  of  Mena,  Ark.  In  1933,  this  same  area  was  proposed  for  establish¬ 
ment  as  a  national  monument.  These  movements  were  later  abandoned  in 
view  of  improvements  being  made  by  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  in  developing 
roads  and  recreation  facilities.  Also,  through  the  efforts  of  these  people, 
Wilhelmina  State  Park  was  established  atop  Rich  Mountain.  The  historic 
Wilhelmina  Hotel  is  presently  being  restored  by  the  State  and  would  be  a 
primary  attraction  to  visitors  touring  the  proposed  Skyline  Drive. 

Congressional  interest  for  developing  this  Skyline  Drive  was  shown  in 
1954-55  and  revived  again  in  1959.  The  U.S.  Forest  Service  has  been  in  agree¬ 
ment  with  local  groups  regarding  the  desirability  of  this  project,  but  has  pointed 
out  that  it  has  no  funds  to  accomplish  a  project  of  this  size. 

The  development  of  the  proposed  Skyline  Drive  will  create  an  important 
tourist  attraction  by  opening  up  large  areas  having  unusual  scenic,  historical, 
botantical,  and  geological  significance.  Extensive  new  areas  will  be  made 
available  for  camping,  picnicking,  sightseeing,  hunting,  and  fishing.  This 
project  will  also  be  a  boost  to  the  economies  of  local  communities  which  are 
already  realizing  increasing  benefits  from  the  recreational  resources  of  the 
national  forests. 

A  single-track  access  road  presently  follows  more  than  half  the  general 
route  of  the  proposed  drive.  Even  this  narrow  graded  road  attracts  thousands 
of  visitors  each  year  who  come  to  view  the  magnificent  scenery.  Fall  color 
tours  are  especially  popular,  attracting  organized  bust  caravans  from  as  far  as 
Oklahoma  City.  Abundance  of  deer  on  the  mouintain  is  a  special  attraction 
to  hunters.  Historical  interest  surrounding  the  many  ruins  of  pioneer  settle- 
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ments  dating  back  to  the  days  of  the  Choctaw  Nation  is  of  special  interest. 
One  part  of  Rich  Mountain  offers  a  very  unusual  variety  of  plants  and  trees. 

Construction  of  this  scenic  highway  will  serve  to  carry  out  many  of  the 
objectives  of  the  multiple-use  program  of  the  Ouachita  National  Forest  by 
providing  needed  access  for  intensive  development  of  the  natural  resources 
involved. 

GENERAL  DESCRIPTION  OF  ROUTE 

The  proposed  Skyline  Drive  will  extend  for  approximately  55  miles  through 
the  Ouachita  National  Forest  along  the  crests  of  the  highest  of  the  Ouachita 
Mountains  in  western  Arkansas  and  eastern  Oklahoma.  Its  eastern  terminus 
will  be  Mena,  Ark.,  on  U.S.  Route  59-71  and  State  Routes  8  and  88.  U.S.  Route 
59-71  running  north  and  south  forms  a  junction  with  U.S.  270-59  just  4  miles 
north  of  Mena,  providing  access  from  the  east.  Junction  with  U.S.  Route  271 
is  its  western  terminus,  7  miles  northeast  of  Taliliina,  Okla.  Crossing  Skyline 
Drive  at  its  approximate  midpoint  is  Oklahoma  State  Route  103,  connecting 
U.S.  270-59  4  miles  to  the  north  with  State  Route  63,  5  miles  south. 

The  55-mile-course  drive  rises  from  an  elevation  of  1,150  feet  at  Mena  to 
a  maximum  height  of  2.6S1  feet,  the  highest  point  of  Rich  Mountain,  and  on 
to  Wilhelmina  State  Park.  State  Route  272  drops  from  the  mountain  crest  to 
U.S.  59-270  on  the  north  from  the  State  park  area.  Continuing  westerly  along 
the  meanders  of  the  mountaintop,  past  “rock  slides’’  (extensive  outcroppings 
of  rock  covering  3  to  4  acres  and  more  in  some  instances)  into  Oklahoma,  and 
down  to  the  saddle  at  the  west  end  of  Rich  Mountain  to  a  potential  recreation 
impoundment  site. 

From  the  low  point  of  the  saddle  the  road  grade  will  follow  the  contour 
along  the  right-of-way  of  an  early  day  logging  railroad  to  State  Route  103. 
Following  103  for  1  mile  to  the  top  of  the  east  end  of  Winding  Stair  Mountain, 
the  route  continues  westerly  on  the  divide  of  the  basins  of  the  Arkansas  River 
to  the  north,  and  the  Red  River  on  the  south.  Spur  roads  drop  to  the  valleys, 
right  and  left,  providing  access  to  Wister  State  Park,  Lake  Wister,  Cedar  Lake, 
Billy  Creek  Recreation  Area,  Kiamichi  River  (renowned  for  fine  sport  fishing), 
Kiamichi  Mountain  vistas,  and  paved  highways  leading  to  popular  Beaver’s 
Bend  State  Park. 

The  western  5  miles  of  the  drive  drops  from  the  point  on  which  is  situated 
Sycamore  Lookout  Tower  past  Bear  Den  Cave  picnic  site,  across  historic  military 
trail  (recalling  such  names  as  Robert  E.  Lee,  Jefferson  Davis,  and  other  young 
military  officers  of  America’s  historic  wmstern  development  who  are  reported 
to  have  gained  experience  along  its  winding  alinement),  and  ending  at  U.S. 
Highway  271. 

Throughout  the  length  of  the  mountaintop  road  location  the  paralleling  valley 
floors  follow  at  varying  levels  averaging  1,500  feet  below  the  roadway. 

The  slopes  of  the  mountains  present  a  great  variety  of  plant  life  from  young 
to  ageless,  and  small  to  immense,  of  herbaceous  and  woody  growth.  The  north 
slope  of  Rich  Mountain  in  particular  is  well  known  for  its  great  number  of 
species  of  plants. 

Almost  limitless  possibilities  exist  along  the  proposed  locations  for  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  forest  recreation  facilities  of  all  kinds,  as  well  as  for  providing  better 
access  and  expanded  use  of  those  already  in  existence. 

In  addition,  many  areas  of  historical  interest  dealing  with  the  Indian  era 
and  subsequent  pioneering  and  early  logging  can  be  shown. 

The  proposed  Skyline  Drive  route  is  readily  susceptible  to  stage  or  “section” 
construction.  Each  completed  section  will  be  a  valuable  and  usable  link  to 
the  present  road  system.  The  most  logical  breakdown  by  sections  would  be 
as  follows : 


From — 


To— 


Miles 


Section  I:  Mena,  Ark _ 

Section  II:  Wilhelmina  Hotel  (includes  pro¬ 
posed  relocation  entering  103) 

Section  III:  Oklahoma  Highway  103 _ 

Section  III- A:  Point  24,  lookout  tower _ 

Section  III-B :  Point  25 _ 


Wilhelmina  Hotel _ 

Oklahoma  Highway  103 . . . 

U  S.  271 _ 

Skyline  to  Winding  Stair _ _ _ 

Skyline  to  Holson  Valley  Rd.,  improve 
Tram  Ridge  Rd. 


13.5 

20.0 

21.8 

1.0 

4.0 


Total  approximate  mileage. 


60.3 


88034-62- 


9 
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LOCATION  AND  EVALUATION  CRITERIA 

This  outstanding  scenic  route  will  incorporate  the  following  basic  elements : 

1.  Location  will  follow  ridgetops  as  closely  as  possible  to  take  advantage  of 
scenic  attractions.  No  competition  from  commercial  traffic  is  expected  since  this 
drive  is  paralleled  by  valley  routes  on  the  north  and  south. 

2.  Proximity  and  access  to  well-designed  vistas  and  parking  facilities  for 
observation  of  panoramic  views  or  other  areas  of  special  interest  will  receive 
careful  consideration  in  determining  final  road  location. 

3.  Development  of  attractive  vistas,  picnic  areas,  and  campgrounds  at  con¬ 
venient  intervals  will  be  planned. 

4.  Provided  for  improvement  of  intersecting  access  routes  connecting  the 
Skyline  Drive  with  other  recreational  attractions  on  the  forest. 

5.  Proposed  location  will  intersect  U.S.  59  and  71  and  Arkansas  8  and  88  at 
Mena,  Ark.,  272  at  Wilhelmina  State  Park,  Oklahoma  103  between  Rich  Mountain 
and  Winding  Stair  Mountain,  and  U.S.  271  on  the  western  end.  In  addition 
U.S.  270  parallels  the  route  on  the  north  and  Arkansas  88  and  Oklahoma  63 
I>arallel  it  on  the  south. 

6.  Provide  safe  travel  at  a  reasonable  rate  of  speed.  Fall  colors  and  spring 
flowers  can  be  expected  to  attract  several  times  the  normal  number  of  visitors. 

7.  Provide  clean,  natural  looking  roadsides  with  only  approved  cautionary, 
directional,  and  informational  signs. 

8.  Protection  and  preservation  of  areas  and  structures  having  geological 
or  historical  significance  will  be  considered  in  determining  road  location. 

Recreational  developments  will  be  guided  by  the  following : 

1.  Developed  recreation  sites  should  be  screened  from  the  scenic  drive  when¬ 
ever  possible.  Although  desirable  when  feasible,  this  will  not  apply  to  most 
vistas. 

2.  Developments  will  be  restricted  to  types  and  designs  which  will  enhance 
the  value  of  the  route  for  recreation.  Vistas  with  parking  facilities  will  be 
emphasized. 

3.  Campgrounds  suitable  also  for  picnicking  will  be  located,  whenever  possible, 
in  areas  readily  accessible  from  intersecting  highways  as  well  as  the  Skyline 
Drive. 

4.  Facilities  and  services  at  Queen  Wilhelmina  State  Park  will  be  considered 
in  planning  needs  for  visitor  information  services.  The  need  for  a  Forest 
Service  Visitor  Information  Center  in  the  vicinity  of  the  intersection  of  the 
scenic  drive  with  Oklahoma  103  will  be  studied. 

5.  Lodging  facilities,  gasoline  sales,  and  similar  public  needs  can  probably 
be  served  adequately  by  private  businesses  in  adjacent  towns  and  along  trunk 
routes  readily  accessible  to  the  scenic  drive. 

6.  Studies  will  be  made  of  all  areas  having  special  historical,  geological,  or 
other  public  interest  features.  Such  areas  will  be  appropriately  identified  and 
developed  with  parking  and  other  facilities  as  conditions  warrant. 

7.  Adequate  lands  or  right-of-way  will  be  acquired  along  the  entire  length 
of  the  drive  to  protect  esthestic  values  involved  and  to  provide  needed  areas  for 
recreational  developments.  This  will  require  considerable  acquisition  in  view 
of  the  large  number  of  individual  landowners  involved. 

DETAILED  DESCRIPTION  OF  ROUTE 

Section  I,  13.3  miles.- — Begins  at  Mena,  Ark.,  and  extends  to  Wilhelmina  Hotel 
at  Wilhelmina  State  Park.  Reference  to  mileage  indicates  miles  from  downtown 
Mena  on  existing  road. 

Mile  0.0,  Mena,  Ark.  (point  1)  is  situated  in  the  heart  of  one  of  the  most 
scenic  and  picturesque  sections  of  the  forest.  Leaving  the  outskirts  of  this 
attractive  vacation  city,  the  proposed  route  ascends  the  eastern  slopes  of  Rich 
Mountain,  climbing  nearly  1,000  feet  in  the  first  4  miles.  En  route,  one  views 
Ward  Lake  to  the  south  which  forms  Mena’s  water  supply.  To  the  north  and 
east  the  Ouachita  Valley  checkerboarded  with  farms  and  woodlots,  unfolds  as 
the  drive  continues.  At  mile  2.6  the  road  crosses  the  boundary  of  the  Ouachita 
National  Forest.  The  area  south  and  west  of  the  existing  road  at  point  2  can  be 
developed  into  a  convenient  overlook,  provided  the  new  road  is  located  below  the 
ridge. 

Mile  3.4  (point  3)  :  A  small  developed  overlook  with  picnic  tables  and  parking 
is  a  popular  point  from  which  visitors  can  view  the  Ouachita  Valley  more  than 
1.000  feet  below.  From  this  point  a  2-mile  scenic  trail  can  be  constructed  along 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1962 


125 


the  contour  to  bluffy  outcroppings  of  Middle  Mountains  visible  in  the  distance. 

Mile  3.8  (point  4)  :  Acorn  Vista  offers  a  spectacular  view  of  the  Ouachita 
Valley  from  2, 200-foot  elevation.  The  town  of  Acorn  can  be  seen  at  the  inter¬ 
section  of  U.S.  Highways  270  and  71.  Blackfork  Mountain,  Wolf  Pinnacle,  and 
Blue  Mountain  rise  in  the  distance.  This  vista  will  require  considerable  im¬ 
provement  to  provide  space  for  parking  and  viewing. 

Mile  6.4  (point  5)  :  Eagleton  Vista  will  be  improved  to  provide  parking  facili¬ 
ties.  Overlooks  the  village  of  Eagleton  on  the  Ouachita  River  at  the  foot  of 
Blackfork  Mountain. 

Mile  6.8  (point  6)  :  Grandview  Vista  offers  one  of  the  most  spectacular  views 
to  the  south  of  the  Little  River  watershed  which  is  tributary  to  the  Red  River, 
the  mountains  of  Oklahoma,  and  the  distant  “shady”  country.  Below  is  an 
excellent  view  of  Lake  Wilhelmina  managed  by  the  Arkansas  Game  and  Fish 
Commission.  Rich  Mountain  lookout  tower  and  historic  Queen  Wilhelmina 
Hotel  are  visible  to  the  west  atop  the  ridge  of  Rich  Mountain. 

Mile  10.6  (point  7)  :  Rich  Mountain  lookout  tower  stands  on  the  highest 
point  on  the  drive,  2,681  feet,  attracting  thousands  of  visitors  each  year  who 
stop  to  enjoy  the  distant  views.  Water,  sanitary  facilities,  and  picnicking  add 
to  this  attraction.  Necessary  improvements  will  include  expansion  and  reha¬ 
bilitation  of  existing  recreation  facilities  and  construction  of  a  lower  observation 
platform  on  the  existing  lookout  tower. 

Mile  12.7  (point  8)  :  Intersect  paved  Arkansas  Highway  272  which  extends 
from  the  town  of  Rich  Mountain  on  U.S.  Highway  270  to  Queen  Wilhelmina  State 
Park.  From  this  point  U.S.  270  is  only  2  miles.  The  planned  Skyline  Drive  will 
probably  be  located  nearer  the  crest  of  the  ridge  intersection  Arkansas  272  closer 
to  the  hotel.  The  present  intersection  is  in  the  vicinity  of  a  strip  of  vegetation 
extending  east  and  west  which  is  particularly  well  known  for  the  unusual  variety 
of  species  growing  together.  This  band  of  vegetation  extends  on  west  of  the 
State  park.  At  the  most  appropriate  point  a  nature  trail  should  be  installed 
to  provide  access  to  this  attraction. 

Mile  13.3  (point  9),  Wilhelmina  Hotel:  This  historic  attraction  dates  back 
to  the  gay  nineties  and  is  presently  being  restored  by  the  State  of  Arkansas. 
Restaurant  facilities  are  available.  Lodging  facilities  will  soon  be  completed. 
Plans  for  furnishing  public  information  services  will  be  coordinated  with  the 
State’s  program  at  this  park. 

Section  II,  19.3  miles.- — Beginning  at  Wilhelmina  State  Park  and  extending 
to  Oklahoma  State  103.  Mileage  reference  indicates  miles  along  existing  road 
and  trail  wrest  of  Wilhelmina  State  Park.  Only  about  four  miles  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  are  presently  being  maintained  to  a  passable  standard.  Proposed  loca¬ 
tion  at  west  end  of  this  section  would  add  approximately  three-fourths  mile  to 
this  section. 

Mile  1.0  (point  10)  :  Leave  west  boundary  of  Queen  Wilhelmina  State  Park. 

Mile  3.3  (point  11)  :  Leave  FR  514  at  benchmark  1932  feet  on  Dim  Woods 
Road  to  north.  Existing  road  is  passable  only  in  4-wheel-drive  jeep.  Old  rock 
fences  and  remains  of  house  places  are  constant  evidence  of  the  pioneer  in¬ 
habitants  who  settled  on  top  of  the  mountain.  FR  154  continues  west  and  then 
south,  providing  a  very  scenic  drive  down  the  south  side  of  Rich  Mountain, 
intersecting  Arkansas  Highway  8,  13  miles  west  of  Mena. 

Mile  5.1  (point  12)  :  Cross  the  Arkansas-Oklahoma  State  line.  This  is  also 
the  eastern  boundary  of  the  Choctaw  Game  Management  Area.  About  100  feet 
north  of  the  ridgetop  a  heavy  iron  milepost  has  stood  since  1877  marking  the 
boundary  between  Arkansas  and  the  Choctaw  Indian  Nation.  This  mile  post 
is  marked  “48  mi”  which  is  the  distance  from  the  northeast  corner  of  the 
nation.  Parking  area,  trail,  signs,  and  other  necessary  improvements  will  be 
installed  at  this  historic  point. 

Mile  6.5-7.0  (point  13)  :  Many  old  rock  walls,  chimneys,  and  fields  indicate 
several  relatively  large  farms.  Historic  values  will  be  preserved.  Area  is 
suitable  for  a  20-  to  30-acre  campground.  A  nature  trail  can  also  be  provided 
for  access  to  the  rich  variety  of  plant  and  tree  species  found  within  the  narrow 
band  on  the  north  slope. 

Mile  8.0 :  Location  poster  T.3  N.,  R  27  E.,  sec.  32,  N.  75  W.  80. 

Mile  8.8  (point  14)  :  Potential  overlook  commanding  an  inspiring  view  to 
the  northwest  of  the  Page  area.  Parking  and  viewing  area  needed. 

Mile  10.5  (point  15)  :  Small  flat  on  north  side  of  ridge  will  be  developed 
for  parking  and  picnicking.  An  excellent  scenic  view  of  the  northwest  adds  to 
the  area. 
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Mile  11.4  (point  16)  :  One  of  the  highest  sections  of  the  Oklahoma  portion 
of  the  drive.  Parking  will  be  developed  so  persons  can  stop  to  enjoy  the  inspir¬ 
ing  view.  The  low  windswept  trees  dwarfed  by  the  elements  add  special  interest. 
A  trail  will  be  developed  leading  from  the  parking  area  and  following  the  narrow 
ridge  above  the  proposed  location  of  the  road.  From  this  trail  one  will  have 
the  feeling  of  literally  walking  on  top  of  the  world.  Views  on  all  sides  are 
magnificent. 

Mile  13.2  (point  17)  :  Potential  overlook  development  will  provide  an  excel¬ 
lent  view  to  the  south  of  Kiamichi  Mountains  and  River. 

Mile  14.8  (point  18)  :  Broad  flat  area  just  east  of  FAA  station  will  be  reserved 
for  future  campground  or  other  public  development.  This  is  adjacent  to  the 
highest  point  on  the  Oklahoma  portion  of  the  Skyline  Drive,  2,660  feet.  This  is 
only  21  feet  short  of  the  high  point  at  Rich  Mountain.  From  the  FAA  station 
existing  single  track  road  is  passable  in  a  conventional  automobile. 

Mile  16.3  (point  19)  :  This  will  make  a  good  potential  overlook  provided  the 
drive  follows  the  same  general  location.  Proposed  Skyline  Drive  will  leave 
present  road  location  at  approximately  this  point  extending  north  around  the 
end  of  Rich  Mountain  and  finally  intersecting  Oklahoma  103  near  Pipe  Springs. 
This  will  add  approximately  three-quarter  mile  to  mileage  shown  at  point  21. 

Just  northeast  of  Coon  Mountain  adjacent  to  the  proposed  road  location 
(point  20),  a  large  flat  will  be  studied  for  a  possible  impoundment  and  recrea¬ 
tion  area.  Such  an  area  will  conveniently  serve  both  visitors  to  the  Skyline 
Drive  and  persons  traveling  Oklahoma  103. 

Mile  19.3  (point  21)  :  Existing  single  track  road  intersects  Oklahoma  103, 

Section  III,  21.8  miles. — From  Oklahoma  State  Highway  103  to  U.S.  High¬ 
way  271  near  Talihina,  Okla.  (Reference  to  mileage  indicates  miles  west  of 
Oklahoma  103.)  The  route  follows  the  meanders  of  the  crest  of  Winding  Stair 
Mountain  which  divides  the  Arkansas  and  Red  River  drainages,  and  generally 
coincides  with  the  existing  Forest  Service  Road  0-5. 

Mile  0.0  (point  22),  State  Route  103  and  RF-O-5 :  The  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  maintains  a  vista  on  the  north  brink  of  Winding  Stair  Mountain  overlook¬ 
ing  Shawnee  Creek  watershed  and  the  Shawnee  Ridges.  (According  to  officials 
of  the  Oklahoma  Historical  Society,  this  use  of  “Shawnee”  is  the  only  indication 
that  the  Shawnee  Indian  Tribe  may  have  occupied  the  rugged  countryside  of 
the  western  Ouachita  Mountains.)  The  view  beyond  the  Shawnee  Ridges  in¬ 
cludes  Blue  Mountain,  Walker  Mountain.  Holson  Valley,  and  the  spreading  valley 
of  the  Poteau  River  descending  northerly  to  the  Arkansas  River.  Highway  103 
and  U.S.  270-59  north  provide  access  to  Cedar  Lake  Recreation  Area  (12  miles), 
Lake  Wister  State  Park  (24  miles),  I-Ieavener  (17  miles),  Poteau  (31  miles) 
and  numerous  connecting  highways.  Route  103  also  provides  convenient  access 
to  Skyline  Drive  from  the  plains  areas  of  southeast  Oklahoma,  southwest 
Arkansas,  and  east  Texas.  At  Poteau  and  Heavener,  restaurants,  hotels,  and 
motels  are  available  for  the  tourists.  Wister  State  Park  has  rental  cottages, 
restaurants,  and  facilities  for  fishing,  boating,  and  water  skiing.  Cedar  Lake 
provides  camp  and  picnic  sites  and  facilities  for  swimming  and  fishing. 

Mile  0.6  (point  23),  proposed  Shawnee  Vista:  The  proposed  relocation  of 
FR-O-5  at  this  point  offers  a  more  favorable  location  for  the  existing  Shawnee 
Vista. 

Mile  2.1  (point  24)  :  Forest  Service  Road  0-5A  to  the  south  climbs  from 
1,960  feet  to  2,451  feet  in  1  mile  to  Winding  Stair  Lookout  Tower.  This  road 
will  be  improved.  The  tower  site  will  also  be  improved  to  provide  adequate 
parking  and  sanitary  facilities  for  visitors.  On  clear  days,  one  may  see  the 
distant  rugged  peaks  of  the  Ozark  Mountains  northeast  of  Fort  Smith,  Ark.,  from 
this  tower. 

Mile  3.7  (point  25)  :  Tram  Ridge  Road  FR-O-18  leaves  Skyline  Drive  to  the 
north.  Access  is  provided  via  this  road  to  Cedar  Lake  Recreation  Area  (5% 
miles).  This  road  will  be  programed  for  improvement  to  Holson  Valley  Road 
along  with  the  construction  of  Skyline  Drive. 

Mile  5.4  (point  26)  :  Horsethief  Springs  is  a  small  developed  picnic  site  with 
tables  and  sanitary  facilities.  A  foot  trail  through  the  hardwood  timber  on 
the  adjacent  north  slope  will  add  to  the  attraction  of  this  site.  Records  indicate 
that  the  spring  was  used  during  pioneer  days  as  an  overnight  campsite  for 
horse  thieves  driving  their  stolen  prizes  from  Missouri  to  prospective  buyers  in 
Texas. 
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Mile  10.1  (point  27)  :  Billy  Creek  Road  FR-O-22  intersects  from  the  south 
providing  access  to  Kiamichi  Valley  and  Oklahoma  Highway  63  (7%  miles)  and 
Billy  Creek  Recreation  Area  (6)4  miles).  Billy  Creek  Recreation  Area  offers 
picnicking,  camping,  and  swimming  on  a  pleasant  forest  stream. 

Mile  10.2  (point  28)  :  Lenox  Vista  offers  a  panoramic  view  to  the  south  of 
Kiamichi  River  and  Kiamichi  Mountain.  Parking  facilities  will  be  improved. 

Mile  11.6  (point  29)  :  A  potential  overlook  at  this  location  will  offer  a  view 
of  beautiful  Holson  Valley  with  its  patchwork  of  small  farms  surrounded  by 
symmetrical  Blue  Mountain  in  the  background.  Construction  of  parking  area 
and  clearing  of  the  adjacent  slope  will  be  necessary. 

Mile  13.5  (point  30)  :  Potential  overlook  to  the  north  offers  the  viewer  another 
perspective  of  Holson  Valley  and  Blue  Mountain.  Lake  Wister  can  be  seen  in 
the  distance. 

Mile  15.0  (point  31)  :  North  Deadman  Road  FR-O-101  leaves  the  mountain 
top  near  the  location  where  local  legend  recalls  the  finding  of  a  body  of  a  name¬ 
less  traveler.  One  mile  north  this  road  crosses  a  “rock  slide”  of  boulders  cover¬ 
ing  several  acres  similar  to  the  numerous  “slides”  one  sees  on  distant  mountains. 
This  jumble  of  boulders  is  said  to  be  the  result  of  centuries  of  natural  erosion 
forces  which  over  the  centuries  has  removed  the  soil  and  mineral  material  from 
around  the  underlying  rocks.  Holson  Valley  Roads  is  intersected  3  miles  north. 

Mile  15.9  (point  32)  :  South  Deadman  Road  FR-O-102  leads  to  the  south 
for  5  miles  to  its  intersection  with  Oklahoma  State  Highway  63  in  Kiamichi 
Valley.  It  also  provides  access  to  Camp  Tom  Hale  on  Lake  Bohannon  used  by 
the  Boy  Scout  troops  of  the  Choctaw  Council  for  summer  season  encampments. 

Mile  16.4  (point  33)  :  Sycamore  Lookout  Tower  provides  an  unobstructed  view 
of  the  timbered  ridges  and  mountains  of  neighboring  Pushmataha,  Lattimore, 
and  McCurtain  Counties.  Beyond  the  town  of  Talihina  are  the  gravelly  Potato 
Hills  which  stand  as  indicators  of  the  older  geologic  formations  west  of  the 
Ouachita  Mountains.  In  the  distance  to  the  north  are  Cavanal,  Poteau,  and 
Sugarloaf  Mountains.  Parking  and  sanitary  facilities  are  needed. 

Mile  18.1  (point  34)  :  Bear  Den  “Cave,”  although  quite  popular,  seems  to  be 
little  more  than  a  crevice  or  fault  in  the  sandstone  rocks  extending  several  hun¬ 
dred  feet  into  the  mountain.  The  geologic  significance  will  be  investigated.  An 
attractive  flat  area  above  the  “cave”  is  suitable  for  development  for  picnicking 
and  viewing  the  scenery. 

Mile  19.7  (point  35)  :  Potential  overlook  to  the  north  will  require  parking 
and  viewing  improvements. 

Mile  21.0  (point  36)  :  Military  Road  is  one  of  the  most  interesting  historical 
points  on  the  route.  The  Oklahoma  Historical  Society  has  erected  an  informa¬ 
tional  bronze  plaque  giving  a  brief  description  of  the  pioneer  road  crossing 
at  this  point  on  Winding  Stair  Mountain.  Existing  facilities  include  a  small 
campground  with  sanitary  facilities.  The  area  can  be  expanded  to  include  addi¬ 
tional  facilities  and  parking  areas  as  needed. 

Mile  21.8  (point  37)  :  U.S.  Highway  271  is  the  western  terminus  of  the  Sky¬ 
line  Drive.  It  intersects  U.S.  Highways  270-59,  16  miles  north.  Talihina  is  7 
miles  south.  Excellent  vistas  are  situated  on  U.S.  Highway  271  within  a  mile 
north  and  south  of  the  Skyline  Drive  intersection. 

Cost  estimates 


[Thousands  of  dollars] 


Section 

Miles 

Land 

acquisi¬ 

tion 

Prelim¬ 

inary 

engi¬ 

neering 

Con¬ 

struction 

Adjunc¬ 

tive 

recrea¬ 

tion 

Con¬ 

tingent 

Total 

I _ _ _ 

13.5 

44 

100 

1,551 

180 

377 

2.252 

II _ 

20.0 

100 

150 

1,910 

150 

462 

2,  772 

III _ _ _ 

21.8 

100 

150 

2,209 

200 

532 

3, 191 

IIIA _ 

1.0 

5 

8 

138 

10 

32 

193 

IIIB _ _ 

4.0 

20 

20 

460 

40 

108 

648 

Total _ 

60.3 

269 

428 

6,268 

580 

1,  511 

9,056 
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Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you,  Congressman  Harris. 

Senator  Kerr. 

Senator  Kerr.  Mr.  Chairman,  at  this  point  I  would  like  to  put  into 
the  record  a  letter  from  the  director  of  the  Oklahoma  Department  of 
Highways,  which  sets  forth  the  same  commitment  from  the  Oklahoma 
Highway  Department  with  reference  to  surveys,  designs,  and  super¬ 
vision  of  construction,  and  then  agreement  to  maintain  the  road  if 
and  as  it  is  completed. 

Senator  McNamara.  Without  objection,  that  will  be  made  a  part 
of  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  letter  referred  to  follows :) 

State  of  Oklahoma, 
Department  of  Highways, 
Oklahoma  City,  Okla.,  August  7, 1962. 

Hon.  Robert  S.  Kerr, 

U.8.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C. 


Dear  Senator  Kerr  :  This  is  in  reference  to  our  recent  discussions  concerning 
the  Skyline  Drive  in  the  Ouachita  National  Forest,  extending  from  near  Mena, 
Ark.,  to  7  miles  northeast  of  Talihina,  Okla. 

I  wish  to  advise  that  the  Oklahoma  State  Highway  Commission,  at  its  regular 
meeting  on  August  6,  1962,  authorized  the  department  to  proceed  as  necessary 
with  the  surveys  and  designs  of  the  above-mentioned  route  in  order  to  expedite 
its  final  construction.  The  Oklahoma  State  Highway  Department  will  furnish 
construction  plans  at  its  own  cost  to  specifications  which  are  acceptable  to  any 
Federal  agency  responsible  for  seeing  that  design  standards  are  met.  Preliminary 
surveys  will  begin  immediately. 

We  here  in  Oklahoma  are  most  desirous  to  show  any  necessary  cooperation 
and  wish  to  see  the  road  constructed  as  soon  as  possible.  That  is  the  reason  we, 
as  a  highway  department,  are  willing  to  furnish  the  above-mentioned  plans,  super¬ 
vise  construction  if  necessary  and  agreeable,  and  then  properly  maintain  the 
road  as  it  is  completed  and  available  to  become  a  part  of  the  State  highway  system. 

Sincerely, 


F.  D.  Lyons,  Director. 


Senator  Kerr.  I  want  to  thank  the  Congressman  for  his  very  fine 
statement.  He  has  been  very  close  to  this  matter,  working  on  it  for 
many  years,  and  I  would  remind  him  and  our  own  great  chairman 
that  this  particular  provision  in  the  Highway  Act,  public  lands  sec¬ 
tion,  was  put  in  here  in  1950  or  1951  as  the  result  of  an  amendment 
by  the  distinguished  senior  Senator  from  Arkansas,  Mr.  McClellan, 
and  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  who  now  sits  on  this  committee,  and, 
while  we  were  perfectly  aware  of  the  fact  that  there  were  areas  in 
New  Mexico  and  many  other  States  that  could  qualify  under  it,  our 
purpose  in  putting  this  amendment  into  the  law  was  to  make  it  pos¬ 
sible  for  roads  to  be  built  in  this  Ouachita  National  Forest,  and  some 
have  been,  but  the  project  which  has  been  described  to  the  committee 
by  the  director  of  highways  from  Oklahoma  yesterday  and  the  Con¬ 
gressman  from  Arkansas  today  was  the  basis  of  the  beginning  of  our 
effort  11  years  ago.  So  we  have  been  working  for  it  a  long  time,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Senator  McNamara.  Thanks  very  much,  Senator. 

Senator  Metcalf.  Mr.  Chairman - 

Senator  McNamara.  Senator  Randolph?  Senator  Randolph  ap¬ 
parently  yields  to  the  Senator  from  Montana. 

Senator  Randolph.  I  will  certainly  yield  to  the  Senator  from 
Montana. 
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Senator  Metcalf.  I  thank  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia. 

All  I  want  to  say,  as  a  recent  Member  of  the  House  and  one  of  the 
newest  members  of  this  committee,  I  certainly  welcome  the  fine  testi¬ 
mony  that  Congressman  Harris  has  given,  he  being  the  chairman  of  a 
great  committee  over  there.  He  helped  me  when  I  first  came  to  Con¬ 
gress  10  years  ago,  and  I  know  his  devotion  to  recreation,  forest 
roads  and  development,  which  has  been  very  important  to  my  part  in 
the  United  States.  And  I  welcome  your  testimony  and  presence  here. 

Representative  Harris.  I  thank  the  Senator  very  much. 

We  regretted  to  lose  his  very  fine  services  and  personality  in  the 
House  of  Representatives,  but  we,  of  course,  send  our  best  wishes  with 
him  and  his  continued  efforts  to  serve  in  this  great  institution  of  the 
United  States. 

Let  me  extend  a  personal  invitation  to  you  and  other  Members  to 
come  to  Hot  Springs,  Ark.,  and  use  the  beautiful  Ouachita  National 
Forest  and  go  atop  of  Rich  Mountain  into  Oklahoma,  and  I  know 
what  will  happen  in  connection  with  this  problem. 

Senator  McNamara.  Senator  Randolph  ? 

Senator  Randolph.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  embrace  the  opportunity  to 
speak  of  my  pleasure  for  many  years  in  having  been  a  colleague  of  the 
very  able  Representative  from  Arkansas.  I  state  for  the  record  that 
Arkansas  and  West  Virginia  have  been  in  a  unique  position.  We  have 
been  the  only  two  States  of  the  Union  to  lose  population  between  1950 
and  1960,  approximately  7^  percent  in  both  States. 

I  mention  this  only  to  indicate  that  we  are  fully  aware  in  both 
States  that  tourism  is  an  industry  which  must  be  developed  with  trans¬ 
portation,  and  so,  such  a  project  as  the  able  Representative  from 
Arkansas  advocates  today  is  important  to  the  area  which  he  mentions. 
Likewise,  in  West  Virginia,  we  have  need  for  these  facilities. 

We  are  fully  cognizant  of  the  need  for  improved  and  additional 
roads  in  our  State. 

Representative  Harris.  Let  me  say  I  sat  with  the  distinguished 
gentleman  from  West  Virginia  when  he  was  chairman  of  the  District 
Committee  of  the  House,  and  I  had  the  privilege  of  serving  with  him. 
I  am  glad  to  be  here  with  him  today,  and  thank  you  for  your  courtesies. 

Senator  McNamara.  Are  there  any  further  questions  or  comments? 

Thank  you. 

Representative  Harris.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  McNamara.  We  were  glad  to  have  had  you  here.  We  will 
insert  in  the  record  at  this  point  a  statement  by  Senator  Fulbright. 

(The  statement  referred  to  is  as  follows :) 

Statement  by  Hon.  J.  W.  Fulbright,  a  U.S.  Senator  From  the 
State  of  Arkansas 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  being  given  this  opportunity  to  discuss  the 
amendment  proposed  by  Senator  Kerr  to  aid  in  construction  of  scenic  roads 
through  national  forests.  This  amendment  is  of  special  significance  to  my 
State  because  it  promises  to  solve  a  long-standing  problem  of  constructing  a 
highway  that  will  open  up  the  most  scenic  areas  of  the  western  part  of  the 
Ouachita  National  Forest. 

We  constantly  hear  of  the  growing  pressures  on  the  recreational  resources 
of  our  national  forests  and  parks.  The  dramatic  increase  in  interest  in  camping 
and  outdoor  recreation  in  general  is  only  an  indication  of  the  future  demands 
that  will  be  made  on  our  national  forests  and  parks.  Much  remains  to  be  done 
to  insure  that  the  full  recreational  potential  of  Government  lands  is  developed 
for  public  use.  The  amendment  proposed  by  Senator  Kerr  will  go  a  long  way 
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toward  opening  up  many  of  the  underdeveloped  areas  in  national  forests  for 
public  purposes. 

There  has  been  considerable  interest  for  a  number  of  years  in  developing  the 
western  area  of  the  Ouachita  National  Forest.  This  is  one  of  the  most  scenic 
areas  in  the  Nation.  The  Forest  Service  has  made  a  study  of  the  feasibility  of 
constructing  a  skyline  drive  along  the  crests  of  the  Ouachita  Mountains  in  eastern 
Oklahoma  and  western  Arkansas.  This  study  describes  the  many  benefits  that 
will  be  derived  from  construction  of  this  proposed  route.  The  narrow  access 
road  now  in  existence  through  this  area  draws  thousands  of  visitors.  Wide¬ 
spread  interest  in  this  region  prompted  the  State  of  Arkansas  to  develop  a  State 
park  on  the  top  of  Rich  Mountain  near  Mena,  Ark.  The  historic  Wilhelmina  Hotel 
is  being  restored  as  a  part  of  the  park  development  and  it  will  undoubtedly  be  a 
prime  attraction  for  visitors  touring  the  proposed  skyline  drive.  The  entire  area 
to  be  covered  by  the  drive  is  unusually  beautiful.  The  project  will  also  boost 
the  economies  of  local  communities  through  increased  tourist  business. 

Several  meetings  have  already  been  held  on  ways  and  means  to  construct  the 
proposed  skyline  drive  through  the  Ouachita  National  Forest.  Agreement  has 
been  reached  that  the  States  of  Oklahoma  and  Arkansas  will  bear  the  cost  of 
design,  survey,  and  supervision  of  construction  with  Federal  support,  and  that 
they  will  maintain  the  completed  drive.  Land  acquisition  will  be  paid  for  out  of 
Federal  construction  funds.  The  States  of  Oklahoma  and  Arkansas  will  add  the 
portions  of  the  skyline  drive  within  their  respective  States  to  their  State  highway 
systems. 

Passage  of  the  amendment  proposed  by  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  will  open 
up  our  national  forests  to  greater  recreational  use.  There  is  an  intangible  quality 
about  wilderness  areas  such  as  those  within  the  Ouachita  National  Forest  that  re¬ 
stores  man’s  faith  in  nature.  We  need  to  make  these  areas  more  accessible  to  the 
general  public.  A  drive  through  this  forest  would  be  much  more  satisfying  to  a 
troubled  person  than  a  session  on  a  psychiatrist’s  couch.  The  growing  pressures 
of  our  civilization  make  peace  and  quiet  a  much  sought  after,  and  increasingly 
rare,  state  of  mind.  It  is  certainly  in  the  public  interest  for  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  to  help  make  this  state  of  mind  more  readily  attainable  by  improving 
access  to  our  beautiful  national  forests. 

I  hope  that  Senator  Kerr’s  amendment  will  be  approved  by  the  committee  so 
that  the  full  Senate  will  have  an  opportunity  to  vote  on  the  proposal. 

STATEMENT  OE  HON.  FRANK  CHURCH,  A  U.S.  SENATOR  FROM  THE 

STATE  OF  IDAHO 

Senator  Church.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  two  brief  statements  to 
make  this  morning.  I  hope  that  the  committee  will  not  think  that  the 
brevity  of  the  statements  bears  any  relationship  to  the  importance  and 
deep  gravity  of  the  subject,  for  the  matter  of  access  roads,  as  your 
distinguished  chairman  of  this  committee  knows,  is  a  matter  of  great 
importance  to  all  of  the  Western  States.  I  think  it  might  be  a  saving 
of  time  of  the  committee,  since  the  statements  are  brief,  if  I  were  just 
to  read  them  into  the  record. 

Senator  McNamara.  You  may  proceed  in  your  own  manner,  Sena¬ 
tor. 

Senator  Church.  I  am  appearing  before  you  today  to  urge  favor¬ 
able  consideration  of  an  increase  in  the  forest  development  road  au¬ 
thorization.  In  our  recent  meeting  with  the  President  on  this  sub¬ 
ject.  it  was  my  understanding  that  the  administration  would  request  a 
total  authorization  of  $60  million  for  fiscal  year  1963. 

I  strongly  urge  that  this  action  receive  the  full  endorsement  of  this 
committee.  My  reasons  can  be  stated  very  simply.  I  represent  one 
of  the  leading  lumber-producing  States  in  the  country.  Timber  is 
one  of  the  mainstays  of  Idaho’s  economy  and  will  continue  to  play  a 
leading  role  in  the  State’s  economy  of  the  future.  Nearly  70  percent 
of  the  timber-producing  land  of  my  State  is  in  the  national  forest. 

I  am  deeply  concerned  and  disturbed  at  the  depressed  condition  of 
our  lumber  industry.  Its  effect  is  being  felt  in  my  State  as  well  as 
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elsewhere;  mills  are  closing  down,  people  are  out  of  work,  dependent 
enterprises  and  services  are  suffering. 

Because  the  industry  depends  on  national  forests  for  much  of  its 
timber,  it  needs  all  the  help  it  can  get  to  improve  its  competitive  posi¬ 
tion  in  the  marketplace,  particularly  with  respect,  Mr.  Chairman,  to 
the  increasing  imports  of  Canadian  timber. 

One  obvious  answer  is  to  make  it  possible  for  the  national  forest  to 
sell  more  timber.  In  fiscal  year  1962,,  for  example,  important  timber- 
producing  forests  of  northern  Idaho  had  an  allowable  cut  of  935 
million  board-feet.  They  sold  772  million  board-feet,  and  even  this 
rate  cannot  be  maintained  with  the  existing  road  system. 

The  10-year  program  for  the  national  forest  called  for  constructing 
8,334  miles  of  multiple-use  roads  in  Idaho,  and  additional  funds  are 
essential  if  this  schedule  is  to  be  met.  More  importantly,  they  are 
needed  immediately  to  enable  the  Forest  Service  to  make  more  timber 
readily  available  to  an  ailing  lumber  industry  as  soon  as  possible. 

The  second  statement,  Mr.  Chairman,  take-  the  form  of  a  letter  that 
eight  of  my  colleagues  join  with  me  in  presenting  to  the  committee,  all 
of  them  from  Western  States,  where  the  lumber  problem  is  one  of 
priority  concern.  The  letter  is  addressed  to  the  chairman,  Senator 
Chavez,  and  reads  as  follows : 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  Over  the  past  several  months  there  has  been  considerable 
concern  about  the  inroads  which  Canadian  lumber  has  made  upon  the  U.S.  mar¬ 
ket.  Their  gains  have  been  substantial  and  the  causes  are  manifold. 

This  has  been  the  subject  of  extensive  hearings,  both  in  the  field  and  in  Wash¬ 
ington,  D.C.,  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Commerce.  In  addition,  on  July  26,  a 
number  of  us,  along  with  our  colleagues  from  the  House,  met  with  President 
Kennedy  for  an  extended  discussion. 

The  hearings  have  established  conclusively  that  one  of  the  key  sides  to  this 
many-sided  problem  is  the  demand  and  supply  of  national  forest  timber.  This 
timber  is  in  heavy  demand  and  the  supply  is  limited.  The  result  is  extensive 
competitive  bidding  beyond  the  level  that  should  be  expected,  thus  forcing  up 
raw  material  costs  for  our  producers. 

A  major  need  is  to  increase  the  allowable  cuts  to  the  optimum  level  permitted 
by  sustained  yield  principles.  This  cannot  be  done  without  adequate  timber 
access  roads  constructed  in  advance  of  needs. 

No  key  element  of  the  national  forest  program  is  lagging  more  than  access 
roads  construction.  We  recognize  and  appreciate  that  this  committee  along 
with  the  House  committee  have  exerted  a  high  degree  of  leadership  in  attaining 
the  gains  that  have  been  made. 

There  is  a  clear  and  impelling  need  to  raise  the  authorization  for  road  con¬ 
struction  to  as  near  the  level  outlined  by  the  program  for  the  national  forests 
as  can  be  done.  Every  cent  that  is  invested  in  these  roads  not  only  comes  back 
to  the  Treasury  but  also  aids  our  Nation’s  economy.  When  the  costs  facing 
Canadian  lumber  producers  are  compared  with  those  which  ours  face,  it  is  evi¬ 
dent  that  we  are  suffering  substantial  economic  losses  by  delay  in  realizing  the 
goal  of  the  national  forest  road  program. 

This  is  the  essence  of  the  case  that  was  presented  to  President  Kennedy.  In 
his  response,  the  second  point  he  made  was  that  he  would  submit  “a  request  to 
the  Congress  for  additional  funds  for  a  forest  development  roads  and  trails 
program  to  assure  the  prompt  harvest  of  national  forest  timber.” 

The  suggestion  made  to  the  President  was  that  an  additional  $10  million  be 
authorized  for  fiscal  year  1963  and  that  further  additional  funds  be  authorized 
for  construction  during  the  biennium  1964-65  by  changing  the  language  in  23 
U.S.C.  205  for  this  item  from  “construction  and  maintenance”  to  “construction 
and  improvement.”  The  result  of  the  language  change  would  be  to  make  this 
authorization  a  capital  investment,  transferring  to  the  regular  budget,  as  a  line 
item,  the  recurring  annual  cost  for  road  maintenance  which  now  is  taken  from 
the  authorization. 

We  urge  the  adoption  of  these  amendments  in  H.R.  12135  with  confidence  that 
your  review  of  the  national  forest  program  will  fully  establish  the  impelling 
necessity  that  this  be  done. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  the  original  of  this  letter  is  now  in  the  process  of 
being  signed.  As  soon  as  it  is  signed,  I  would  like  permission  to 
include  it  in  the  record  along  with  my  testimony. 

Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you,  Senator  Church.  The  letter  will 
be  made  part  of  the  record  when  you  bring  it,  with  the  signatures  of 
your  colleagues.  Thank  you  very  much. 

(The  letter  referred  to  follows:) 

U.S.  Senate, 

Washington,  D.C.,  August  8,  1962. 

Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

New  Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 


Deab  Me.  Chaieman  :  Over  the  past  several  months  there  has  been  consider¬ 
able  concern  about  the  inroads  which  Canadian  lumber  has  made  upon  the 
U.S.  market.  Their  gains  have  been  substantial  and  the  causes  are  manifold. 

This  has  been  the  subject  of  extensive  hearings,  both  in  the  field  and  in 
Washington,  D.C.,  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Commerce.  In  addition,  on  July 
26,  a  number  of  us  along  with  our  colleagues  from  the  House,  met  with  President 
Kennedy  for  an  extended  discussion. 

The  hearings  have  established  conclusively  that  one  of  the  key  sides  to  this 
many-sided  problem  is  the  demand  and  supply  of  national  forest  timbers.  This 
timber  is  in  heavy  demand  and  the  supply  is  limited.  The  result  is  extensive 
competitive  bidding  beyond  the  level  that  should  be  expected,  thus  forcing  up 
raw  material  costs  for  our  producers. 

A  major  need  is  to  increase  the  allowable  cuts  to  the  optimum  level  permitted 
by  sustained  yield  principles.  This  cannot  be  done  without  adequate  timber 
acess  roads  constructed  in  advance  of  needs. 

No  key  element  of  the  national  forest  program  is  lagging  more  than  access 
roads  construction.  We  recognize  and  appreciate  that  this  committee  along 
with  the  House  committee  have  exerted  a  high  degree  of  leadership  in  attaining 
the  gains  that  have  been  made. 

There  is  a  clear  and  impelling  need  to  raise  the  authorization  for  road  con¬ 
struction  to  as  near  the  level  outlined  by  the  program  for  the  national  forests 
as  can  be  done.  Every  cent  that  is  invested  in  these  roads  not  only  comes  back 
to  the  Treasury  but  also  aids  our  Nation’s  economy.  When  the  costs  facing 
Canadian  lumber  producers  are  compared  with  those  which  our  face,  it  is  evi¬ 
dent  that  we  are  suffering  substantial  economic  losses  by  delay  in  realizing  the 
goal  of  the  national  forest  road  program. 

This  is  the  essence  of  the  case  that  was  presented  to  President  Kennedy.  In 
his  response,  the  second  point  he  made  was  that  he  would  submit  “a  request 
to  the  Congress  for  additional  funds  for  a  forest  development  roads  and  trails 
program  to  assure  the  prompt  harvest  of  national  forest  timber.” 

The  suggestion  made  to  the  President  was  that  an  addiitonal  $10  million 
be  authorized  for  fiscal  year  1963  and  that  further  additional  funds  be  author¬ 
ized  for  construction  during  the  biennium  1964—65  by  changing  the  language  in 
23  U.S.C.  205  for  this  item  from  “construction  and  maintenance”  to  “construc¬ 
tion  and  improvement.”  The  result  of  the  language  change  would  be  to  make 
this  authorization  a  capital  investment,  transferring  to  the  regular  budget,  as 
a  line  item,  the  recurring  annual  cost  for  road  maintenance  which  now  is  taken 
from  the  authorization. 

We  urge  the  adoption  of  these  amendments  in  H.R.  12135  with  confidence  that 
your  review  of  the  national  forest  program  will  fully  establish  the  impelling 
necessity  that  this  be  done. 

Sincerely, 


Wayne  Morse. 

Matjeine  Neuberger. 
Frank  Church. 

Clair  Engle. 

Henry  M.  Jackson. 
Warren  G.  Magnttson. 
Lee  Metcalf. 

Mike  Mansfield. 
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Senator  McNamara.  Thank  yon  very  much.  We  appreciate  your 
brevity  because  we  have  a  long  list  of  witnesses  today. 

Senator  Kerr.  I  would  like  to  ask  the  Senator  one  question. 

Senator  McNamara.  Senator  Kerr. 

Senator  Kerr.  Has  the  Budget  Bureau  made  any  report  on  these 
figures,  Senator  Church? 

Senator  Church.  I,  personally,  do  not  know  the  answer  to  that 
question,  Senator.  I  do  know  that  the  figures  have  the  approval  of 
the  President.  Whether  or  not  the  Budget  Bureau  itself  has  made 
report,  I  cannot  say. 

Senator  Kerr.  You  do  not  know  whether  the  Budget  Bureau  is 
aware  of  it  or  not  ? 

Senator  Church.  No.  I f  not,  they  soon  will  be  I  am  sure. 

Senator  McNamara.  Are  there  any  further  questions  or  comments? 

Thanks  again,  Senator  Church.  We  are  very  glad  to  have  had 
you  here  before  the  committee. 

Senator  Holland,  we  are  very  happy  to  hear  from  you  at  this  point. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  SPESSARD  LINDSEY  HOLLAND,  A  U.S.  SENATOR 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  FLORIDA 

Senator  Holland.  Thank  you,  Senator. 

Members  of  the  committee,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  be  heard 
briefly  relative  to  S.  2529  and  similar  bills  to  provide  for  the  comple¬ 
tion  of  the  construction  of  the  Inter-American  Highway. 

I  see  present  the  distinguished  Senator  from  New  Mexico  who  has 
had  long  and  intimate  connection  with  this  program  and  who  is 
responsible  for  much  of  its  progress  and  success  up  to  this  time.  I 
have  been  privileged  to  be  associated  with  him  and  with  other  Senators 
in  the  furtherance  of  this  project  since  shortly  after  I  came  to  the 
Senate  in  1946.  I  remember  handling,  as  chairman  of  the  subcommit¬ 
tee,  the  authorization  project  for  what  was  then  thought  and  testified 
by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  as  being  the  authorization  of  all  of  the 
expenditures  that  would  be  needed  to  complete  this  project.  It  proved 
that  that  authorization  was  not  adequate.  The  amount  proposed  was 
not  adequate  to  complete  the  project,  and  S.  2529  was  offered  by  me 
on  September  11.  1961,  in  support  of  the  recommendations  of  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  made  to  me  covering  what  they  thought  would 
be  adequate  now  to  complete  the  project  through  the  small  nations 
from  the  Mexico-Guatemala  border  to  Panama  City  of  this  very 
much  needed  project. 

The  nations  involved  are,  of  course,  Guatemala,  El  Salvador,  Hon¬ 
duras.  Nicaragua,  Costa  Rica,  and  Panama. 

In  December  1960  I  made  my  second  trip  as  a  representative  of  the 
Appropriations  Committee,  this  time  over  that  project  and  traversed 
practically  all  of  the  mileage  then  completed.  I  traversed  all  of  the 
mileage  then  completed  except  the  portion  between  Managua  and  San 
Jose,  which  I  had  traversed  on  a  former  inspection  trip,  and  I  tra¬ 
versed  all  of  the  mileage  except  two  little  bits,  as  follows :  one  from  the 
Selegua  Canyon,  which  I  understand  is  12  or  18  miles  to  the  Mexican 
border,  and  the  other  in  lower  Costa  Rica  from  San  Isidro  to  Palmar 
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Sur,  the  place  where  the  United  Fruit  Co.  has  its  large  plant,  down 
toward  the  Panama  border. 

The  rest  of  the  mileage  in  the  whole  program  below  Mexico  I  have 
thus  traversed. 

I  came  back  from  that  trip  feeling  that  we  are  not  only  dilly¬ 
dallying  with  the  completion  project,  but  that  we  were  doing  so  to  our 
own  contribution  in  the  ultimate  cost,  and  to  our  own  very 
great  loss  of  goodwill  insofar  as  the  six  nations  with  whom  we 
were  and  are  cooperating  are  concerned,  because  there  is  no  question 
about  it,  this  project  has  not  been  pushed  in  the  traditional  American 
method  or  manner  and  has  been  allowed  to  fall  far  behind  schedule 
in  such  a  way  as  to,  I  think,  diminish  the  amounts  of  goodwill  to  which 
we  would  have  been  entitled  if  we  had  done  the  project  speedily  and 
to  the  diminishing  of  the  ultimate  goodwill  that  we  will  receive,  and 
to  expand  the  cost  sizably  beyond  what  they  would  have  been  if 
we  had  proceeded  diligently  to  its  conclusion. 

After  I  came  back  I  made  a  report  to  the  Senate  on  February  9, 
1961,  as  will  appear  in  the  Congressional  Record  of  that  date.  I  con¬ 
ferred  on  several  occasions  with  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  to  know 
what  was  the  amount  that  would  be  expected,  and  they  told  me  that 
they  had  made  recommendations  to  the  Budget  Bureau,  and  I  waited 
months  and  months,  thinking  that  surely  we  would  have  a  project  come 
from  the  Budget  Bureau  with  its  blessing  for  early  handling. 

In  September,  when  it  was  evident  that  there  was  no  such  project  to 
be  forthcoming  in  1961,  I  filed  a  bill,  S.  2529,  on  September  11,  1961, 
with  the  hope  that  it  might  spur  earlier  action  and  that  we  might,  at 
least,  have  a  report  from  the  various  Federal  agencies  before  we  came 
back  this  year. 

The  way  that  delay  adds  to  the  cost  is  well  shown,  not  only  by  the 
fact  that  now,  in  September  1961,  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  esti¬ 
mated  that  $28  million  more  was  needed  than  was  needed  at  the  time 
of  the  earlier  authorization,  but  now  the  measure  that  comes  down  is  a 
$4  million  greater  than  that,  or  $32  million. 

The  fact  is  that  the  countries  involved  have  various  ideas.  They  are 
entitled  to  have  them,  as  to  the  adding  of  other  projects  of  the  Inter- 
American  Highway  System  as,  for  instance,  a  road  from  San  Salvador 
to  Tegucigalpa  on  a  more  direct  route  than  that  now  available,  and 
other  additions  to  the  system. 

They  are  also  recommending  that  we  take  a  larger  part  in  the 
maintenance  of  the  system  than  I  think  is  justified  or  that  we  had 
assumed  since  we,  in  the  beginning,  had  not  assumed  any  maintenance, 
any  portion  of  the  maintenance.  We  had  done  some  of  what  was 
maintenance  by  way  of  reconstruction  which  was  largely  the  result  of 
the  delay  in  completing  the  project,  and  I  must  say  that  some  of  the 
reconstruction  was  necessitated  by  the  poor  construction  which  had 
taken  place  on  certain  portions  of  the  project. 

You  will  find  those  aspects  of  the  matter  covered  in  my  statement  of 
last  February  1961,  and  I  ask  that  that  statement  be  incorporated 
from  the  Congressional  Record  of  that  date  into  this  hearing  record 
for  the  information  of  all  who  may  be  concerned. 

Senator  McNamara.  Without  objection,  it  will  be  included  in  the 
record  at  this  point. 
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(The  information  referred  to  follows:) 

[From  the  Congressional  Record,  Feb.  9,  1961] 

Intek-American  Highway 

Mr.  Holland.  Mr.  President,  as  in  legislative  session,  under  authority  granted 
me  by  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Appropriations  Committee  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate,  the  Senator  from  Arizona  [Mr.  Hayden],  I  made  a  field  trip  over  the  entire 
Inter- American  Highway  starting  in  Guatemala  on  December  10, 1960,  and  ending 
in  Panama  on  December  20.  Our  party  included  George  T.  Moore,  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Administration,  Department  of  Commerce;  Oscar  H.  Nielson, 
Director,  Budget  and  Management,  Department  of  Commerce;  and  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  representatives  B.  D.  Tallamy,  Administrator,  Frank  C.  Turner, 
Deputy  Commissioner  and  Chief  Engineer,  and  A.  F.  Ghiglione,  Deputy  Assistant 
Commissioner  for  Operations.  Our  party  was  joined  during  the  trip  by  Ralph  P. 
Agnew,  regional  engineer  for  the  Inter-American  Highway.  This  detailed 
report  of  the  highway  conditions  and  country  developments  summarizes  our 
observations  during  the  field  trip. 

I  must  observe,  in  the  beginning,  that  our  party  was  greeted  with  great  hos¬ 
pitality  and  was  rendered  every  possible  assistance  by  the  chief  diplomatic 
representatives  of  our  Nation,  their  families  and  staffs,  in  all  of  the  six  friendly 
nations  which  we  visited.  These  included  the  following :  in  Guatemala,  Ambassa¬ 
dor  Muccio ;  in  El  Salvador,  Ambassador  Kalijarvi ;  in  Honduras,  Ambassador 
Burrows ;  in  Nicaragua,  Ambassador  Whelan ;  in  Costa  Rica,  Charge  d’Affaires 
Kimrnel ;  in  Panama,  Ambassador  Farland. 

GUATEMALA 

We  arrived  in  Guatemala  City  on  December  10.  On  December  11,  in  company 
with  Col.  Jose  Luis  Cruz  Salazar,  Minister  of  Public  Works,  we  flew  to  Huehue- 
tenango,  in  northern  Guatemala,  and  drove  from  there  through  the  Tapon  section 
of  the  Inter-American  Highway  toward  the  Mexican  border.  This  section  of 
highway  is  the  most  difficult  on  the  entire  Inter-American  Highw’ay  and  has 
been  subject  to  many  enormous  slides  and  washouts  through  the  Selegua  River 
Canyon.  The  highway  is  now  open  to  through  travel ;  however,  it  is  extremely 
difficult  to  traverse  in  several  places  because  of  the  temporary  detours  over  the 
slide  sections  and  around  the  large  washouts.  This  country  is  geologically  new 
and  very  active  with  sliding  hillsides  and  changing  river  courses  evident  through¬ 
out  the  area.  It  will  be  many  years  before  the  highway  is  completely  stabilized 
here  and  free  from  major  postconstruction  work.  The  bridges  throughout  this 
section  are  either  completed  or  under  construction  and  it  is  estimated  that  all 
permanent  bridges  will  be  completed  by  the  end  of  the  current  dry  season  in  May 
of  1961. 

We  returned  by  car  to  Huehuetenango  where  we  were  entertained  at  luncheon 
by  Colonel  Salazar,  after  which  we  returned  to  Guatemala  City  by  plane. 

The  section  of  highway  between  the  Tapon  and  Guatemala  City,  which  we 
observed  closely  from  the  air,  is  passable  during  all  weather  conditions,  and  is 
now  under  contract  for  further  improvement.  By  the  end  of  this  dry  season 
an  asphalt  surfacing  will  be  completed  through  from  Guatemala  City  to  San 
Cristobal  thus  providing  paved  connection  to  the  second  largest  city  of  Guate¬ 
mala,  Quezaltenango.  The  section  from  San  Cristobal  to  the  Tapon  is  a  difficult 
mountainous  section  on  which  some  slides  have  been  experienced  and  heavy 
maintenance  will  be  required  though  not  on  the  scale  of  that  required  in  the 
Tapon  Gorge.  The  present  contract  will  reestablish  the  line  and  provide  an  all- 
weather  gravel  surface  throughout. 

On  December  12  our  party  left  Guatemala  City  for  El  Salvador  by  car,  travel¬ 
ing  over  46  miles  of  paved  highway  and  57  miles  of  gravel  all-weather  road  to  the 
border.  All  bridges  on  this  section  are  either  complete  or  nearing  completion 
and  they  will  be  finished  by  the  end  of  the  1961  dry  season.  The  unpaved  section 
between  Barbarena  and  Asuncion  Mita  will  not  be  paved  under  existing  appro¬ 
priations.  This  gravel  section  is  heavily  traveled  and  hard  to  maintain  with  a 
smooth  surface.  It  is  extremely  dusty  and  should  be  paved  as  soon  as  funds 
are  available. 

EL  SALVADOR 

We  drove  the  entire  highway  section  in  El  Salvador,  spending  the  night  in  the 
capital,  San  Salvador.  Most  of  the  highway  in  El  Salvador  was  constructed 
without  U.S.  assistance  many  years  ago  with  the  result  that  it  is  of  lesser  stand- 
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ard  and  heavily  congested  throughout.  We  visited  with  the  highway  officials  of 
El  Salvador  who  stated  that  they  are  desirous  of  realining  the  highway  through 
their  country  and  anxious  to  obtain  U.S.  assistance  for  this  work.  They  listed 
three  particular  improvements  considered  necessary  which  are  being  studied 
by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads ;  namely,  a  short  bypass  for  the  city  of  Santa 
Ana,  a  lengthy  bypass  for  the  city  of  San  Salvador,  and  an  alternate  line  leading 
toward  Tegucigalpa,  the  capital  of  Honduras.  While  the  Bureau  is  studying 
these  alternate  lines  in  cooperation  with  the  El  Salvadorean  officials,  it  was 
understood  that  no  aid  of  our  country  was  available  on  these  relocations,  other 
than  the  short  Santa  Ana  bypass,  without  additional  authorization  and  appro¬ 
priation  by  this  Congress.  Furthermore,  I  feel  that  any  consideration  by  our 
country  of  participating  in  such  additional  work  should  be  postponed  until  such 
time  as  the  remainder  of  the  Inter-American  Highway  throughout  Central  Amer¬ 
ica  has  been  financed  to  a  paved  standard.  I  advised  the  El  Salvadorean  offi¬ 
cials  that  such  would  be  my  recommendation. 

El  Salvador  has  made  good  progress  in  developing  her  highway  network  with 
numerous  feeder  roads  and  farm-type  roads  leading  from  the  Inter-American 
Highway.  A  new  littoral  highway  paralleling  the  Inter-American,  being  con¬ 
structed  with  World  Bank  loan  funds,  is  now  nearing  completion  along  the 
Pacific  coast. 

The  entire  191  miles  of  Inter-American  Highway  through  El  Salvador  is 
paved.  It  is  mostly  of  low  standard  with  many  curves.  The  heavy  congestion 
of  trucks,  buses,  and  livestock  results  in  slow  travel  and  points  up  the  need 
for  improvement. 

As  part  of  the  inter-American  program  in  El  Salvador,  a  5-mile  paved  spur 
road  has  been  built  to  serve  the  Pacific  coast  seaport  of  La  Union.  This  is 
the  principal  seaport  serving  Honduras  and  generates  much  truck  traffic. 

HONDURAS 

On  December  13  our  party  drove  from  San  Salvador  to  Tegucigalpa  arriving 
at  the  border  between  El  Salvador  and  Honduras  just  before  12  o’clock  where 
the  difficulties  on  crossing  borders  were  brought  to  sharp  focus.  Having  arrived 
at  the  border  at  noon,  the  customs  station  officials  were  in  the  processs  of 
locking  up  for  the  siesta  which  is  observed  between  12  and  2  o’clock.  During 
this  time  all  travel  across  the  border  is  stopped.  Only  through  the  help  of 
local  officials  was  the  party  able  to  have  the  offices  reopened  to  permit  passage 
though  almost  1  hour’s  time  was  consumed  in  the  process.  The  average  traveler, 
unfamiliar  with  the  language  and  customs,  would  have  a  difficult  and  frustrating 
time  in  such  a  situation.  While  waiting  for  clearance,  the  party  observed  a  large 
truckload  of  flour  being  unloaded  onto  the  pavement  sack  by  sack.  We  were 
advised  that  this  wras  normal  procedure  for  customs  inspection  and  that  most 
trucks  had  to  be  unloaded  piece  by  piece  before  they  could  be  passed.  The 
obvious  cost  and  delay  caused  by  such  unrealistic  procedures  diminishes  the 
intended  use  and  benefit  of  the  Inter- American  Highway.  Similar  difficulties 
prevail  in  varying  degrees  at  all  border  crossings  on  the  Inter-American  High¬ 
way.  This  is  a  most  serious  problem  that  should  be  solved  by  the  Central  Ameri¬ 
can  countries.  Simplification  of  these  border  crossing  procedures  might  be  re¬ 
quired  by  us  as  part  of  their  cooperative  effort. 

The  Inter-American  Highway  does  not  pass  through  Tegucigalpa,  the  capital 
of  Honduras.  Tegucigalpa  is  reached  by  a  70-mile  branch  road  which  is  being 
rebuilt  to  a  good  standard  and  paved  with  asphalt  under  a  loan  from  the  In¬ 
ternational  Bank  for  Reconstruction  and  Development.  The  94-mile  Inter- 
American  Highway  through  Honduras  is  being  paved  under  a  present  contract 
which  calls  for  completion  of  all  work  by  the  end  of  the  dry  season  in  1961.  That 
is  this  summer. 

Our  group  spent  the  night  in  Tegucigalpa.  Besides  our  Ambassador,  Hon. 
Charles  R.  Burrows,  we  met  with  the  Minister  of  Communications  and  Public 
Works,  Juan  Milla  Bermudez,  the  Vice  President  of  Congress,  Lie.  Miguel  Al¬ 
fonso  Cubero  de  Costa,  and  other  ranking  officials.  These  officials  were  quite 
interested  in  securing  U.S  assistance  to  construct  an  alternate  route  for  the 
Inter- American  Highway  which  would  pass  through  the  capital  city,  Teguci¬ 
galpa.  The  proposed  location  would  require  additional  new  alinement  in  both 
El  Salvador  and  Nicaragua  and  would  parallel  the  present  road  through  tra¬ 
versing  much  more  difficult  mountainous  terrain.  This  would  be  a  large  under¬ 
taking  and,  in  my  judgment,  cannot  be  considered  under  present  agreements  and 
authorizations.  We  advised  our  Honduran  friends  to  consider  this  alternate 
alinement  as  a  separate  highway  route  rather  than  to  attempt  to  include  or 
justify  it  as  part  of  the  Inter-American  Highway. 
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NICARAGUA 

On  December  14,  our  party  drove  from  Tegucigalpa  through  to  Managua,  Nica¬ 
ragua,  a  distance  of  279  miles.  We  were  met  at  the  Nicaraguan  border  by  the 
Minister  of  Public  Works,  Enrico  Sanchez,  who  remained  with  us  the  rest  of 
the  day.  In  Nicaragua,  the  highway  will  be  completely  paved  by  the  end  of 
the  1961  dry  season  when  the  present  contract  for  the  49-mile  section  between 
Condega  and  Sebaco  is  scheduled  to  be  finished. 

In  Managua,  we  discussed  both  the  Inter-American  Highway  and  the  Rama 
Road  construction  with  Ambasador  Whelan  and  Minister  Sanchez.  The  eco¬ 
nomic  development  of  Nicaragua  as  a  result  of  both  of  these  highways  is  clearly 
evident  and  is  appreciated  by  the  national  officials.  This  appreciation  of  the 
value  of  the  investment  in  highways  has  resulted  in  excellent  maintenance  and 
improvement  by  the  Nicaraguan  Highway  Department. 

On  December  15,  the  party  drove  from  Managua  to  the  end  of  construction  on 
the  Rama  Road,  a  distance  of  160  miles  reaching  to  within  20  miles  of  Rama. 
That  is  a  road  which  reaches  across  Nicaragua,  from  connections  with  the 
Pacific  Ocean  to  connections  with  the  Atlantic  Ocean  or  the  Caribbean  Sea. 
The  road  is  being  constructed  under  our  commitment  to  an  all-weather  gravel 
surface  with  100  percent  U.S.  funds  and  is  in  excellent  condition.  Funds  now 
available  will  permit  construction  through  to  navigable  water  on  the  Siquia 
River  with  the  exception  of  a  few  minor  bridges.  This  highway  traverses  the 
eastern  rain  forest  area  of  Nicaragua,  an  area  that  unitl  the  road  was  built  had 
been  inaccessible.  The  evident  settlement,  land  clearing,  farming,  and  develop¬ 
ment  that,  has  kept  pace  with  the  construction  of  this  road  was  most  gratifying 
and  it  was  pointed  to  with  pride  by  the  Vice  Minister  of  Public  Works  and  Chief 
Engineer  of  the  Department  of  Highways,  Manuel  Amaya  Leclair,  who  accom¬ 
panied  our  party.  The  clearing  and  settlement  has  followed  highway  construc¬ 
tion  so  closely  that  in  many  places  little  evidence  of  the  dense  tropical  jungle 
remains  visible  to  the  traveler. 

Near  the  end  of  construction,  the  party  was  invited  to  the  home  of  Mr.  and 
Mrs.  Nossman  for  lunch.  Mr.  Nossman  is  the  American  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
engineer  in  charge  of  the  contract  work  on  the  Rama  Road.  Their  home  in  the 
jungle  was  simple  and  comfortable  and  a  delightful  time  was  spent  there.  It 
was  interesting  to  see  how  well  these  people  had  adjusted  to  the  privations, 
isolation,  and  dangers  of  jungle  living.  However,  it  was  also  brought  out  that 
few  American  engineers  will  accept  such  work  when  no  special  inducements  in 
the  way  of  pay  bonus  or  privileges  can  be  offered  under  the  civil  service  system. 
I  was  advised  that  Mr.  Nossman  receives  the  same  benefits  an  engineer  in  the 
United  States  receives  for  similar  work  and  that  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  is 
hard  pressed  to  obtain  and  keep  qualified  men  in  such  positions  which  are  truly 
hardship  posts. 

The  Nicaraguan  Government  is  maintaining  the  Rama  Road  in  excellent  con¬ 
dition  and  with  its  own  funds  is  gradually  improving  the  heavily  traveled  sec¬ 
tions  with  an  asphalt  surface.  Twenty-eight  miles  have  so  far  been  paved 
■with  Nicaraguan  funds. 

COSTA  RICA 

Since  I  had,  in  an  earlier  visit,  traveled  the  section  of  the  highway  between 
Managua,  Nicaragua,  and  San  Jose,  Costa  Rico,  and  since  that  section  of  283 
miles  is  now  completely  paved,  I  did  not  consider  it  necessary  to  drive  over 
that  mileage  and  our  party  flew  to  San  Jose  on  the  night  of  December  15.  In 
San  Jose,  a  meeting  was  held  with  the  Minister  of  Public  Works,  Espiritu 
Salas,  the  Chief  Engineer  of  the  Carretera  Interamericana,  Jorge  Carballo,  Mr. 
Moya,  Director  of  Highways,  and  our  Charge  d’Affaires,  Mr.  Kimmel.  The  work 
remaining  to  be  completed  in  Costa  Rica  was  discussed  and  the  need  for  addi¬ 
tional  funds  to  provide  heavier  pavement  over  all  sections  was  cited  by  the  Costa 
Rican  officials.  Costa  Rica  is  improving  sections  of  the  Inter-American  Highway 
near  San  Jose,  particularly  the  section  serving  the  El  Coco  Airport  which  is 
being  improved  to  a  four-lane  divided  standard  with  the  hglp  of  Export-Import. 
Bank  funds.  These  officials  also  discussed  the  serious  problem  being  faced 
in  providing  adequate  maintenance  throughout  the  Inter-American  Highway  in 
Costa  Rica.  This  same  situation  was  discussed  in  the  other  countries  and 
is  one  of  the  most  important  problems  now  becoming  evident  under  the  in¬ 
creased  use  of  the  highway.  The  authorization  for  our  participating  in  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Inter-American  Highway  required  agreements  from  each  of 
the  cooperating  countries  providing  for  adequate  maintenance  at  the  expense  of 
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the  local  Central  American  nation.  These  friendly  nations  are  having  varying 
degrees  of  difficulty  in  meeting  this  obligation  and  some  are  seeking  further 
assistance.  This  subject  is  discussed  further  at  the  end  of  this  report. 

On  December  16,  the  party  drove  from  San  Jose  to  San  Isidro  in  southern 
Costa  Rica  traversing  the  highest  point  of  the  highway  at  an  altitude  of  over 
11,000  feet.  The  highway  is  paved  from  San  Jose  to  Cartago,  but  is  all-weather 
gravel,  with  some  substandard  sections,  between  Cartago  and  San  Isidro.  This 
section  of  highway  is  indescribably  beautiful,  extending  through  dense  tropical 
rain  forests  across  the  Continental  Divide.  Insufficient  effort  is  being  made  by 
Costa  Rica  to  preserve  the  beautiful  forests  along  the  highway  though  this 
would  be  one  of  the  outstanding  attractions  to  the  traveling  tourists.  Some  pro¬ 
tection  should  be  provided,  at  least  in  a  substantial  belt  on  both  sides  of  the 
highway,  by  adequate  restrictions  and  reservations. 

From  San  Isidro,  our  party  flew  in  a  chartered  plane  over  the  section  of  high¬ 
way  to  Palmar  Sur  since  several  bridges  are  under  construction  and  through 
travel  by  car  is  not  possible.  The  highway  through  this  beautiful  valley  section 
is  practically  complete  to  an  all-weather  gravel  standard  and  much  settlement  is 
taking  place.  The  lower  portion  of  this  section  traverses  the  Terreba  River  Can¬ 
yon  and  the  party  traveled  by  car  back  from  Palmar  Sur  in  order  to  view  some 
of  the  difficult  construction.  Large  slides  are  being  experienced  in  this  canyon 
section  and  will  require  heavy  maintenance  for  a  good  many  years.  The  party 
also  traveled  by  car  south  of  Palmar  Sur  finding  the  highway  in  good  condition 
with  an  all-weather  gravel  surface,  though  again  several  bridges  are  under  con¬ 
struction,  and  at  this  time  the  small  streams  must  be  forded.  Between  San 
Isidro  and  the  Panama  border,  39  bridges  remain  to  be  constructed.  Contract 
has  been  awarded  for  this  work  and  the  party  visited  several  of  the  bridge  sites 
where  construction  is  already  underway.  The  party  had  lunch  at  the  United 
Fruit  Co.  base  at  Palmar  Sur  and  observed  the  remaining  highway  between 
Palmar  Sur  and  the  Panama  border  from  a  U.S.  Army  plane  furnished  through 
the  courtesy  of  the  Inter-American  Geological  Survey.  This  section  of  high¬ 
way  traverses  heavy  tropical  rain  forests  at  low  elevation  and  will  furnish  the 
traveler  with  his  first  view  of  dense,  humid  jungle  growth.  Portions  of  the  high¬ 
way  pass  alongside  of  and  through  the  United  Fruit  Co.  banana  plantations 
which  will  be  of  considerable  interest  to  tourists. 

PANAMA 

The  party  arrived,  by  IGS  plane,  at  David,  Panama,  in  the  late  afternoon  of 
December  16.  We  traveled  at  once,  by  car,  north  to  the  Costa  Rican  border 
covering  the  recently  completed  permanent  bridges  and  paving  work  underway 
between  David  and  Concepcion.  From  Concepcion  to  the  border  the  highway  is 
completed  to  an  all-weather  gravel  surface  and  is  maintained  in  excellent  condi¬ 
tion.  The  concrete  pavement  being  provided  her  and  elsewhere  in  Panama  is 
being  financed  under  a  special  agreement  with  Panama  under  which  Panama 
absorbs  all  costs  in  excess  of  the  equivalent  asphalt-type  surfacing  provided 
elsewhere  on  the  Inter-American  Highway.  Panama  claims  that  this  additional 
cost  will  be  offset  by  savings  in  maintenance  in  future  years.  However,  the 
financing  of  this  work  to  the  higher  standard  has  resulted  in  slowing  down  the 
Inter-American  Highway  work  through  Panama  because  of  difficulties  in  match¬ 
ing  available  U.S.  funds  for  remaining  sections. 

During  the  evening,  our  group  discussed  with  Mr.  Rodolfo  de  Obarrio,  assist¬ 
ant  chief  engineer,  Carretera  Interamericana,  who  entertained  us  at  dinner, 
the  overall  problems  of  construction  and  maintenance  in  Panama,  together  with 
the  general  economic  advancement  resulting  from  use  of  the  highway.  The 
agricultural  potential  of  western  Panama  is  becoming  realized  and  the  access 
provided  by  the  Inter-American  Highway  is  enhancing  the  entire  Panamanian 
economy.  The  night  was  spent  in  David. 

On  December  17,  the  party  drove  from  David  to  Panama  City,  a  distance  of 
271  miles.  The  section  of  highway  from  David  to  Puerto  Escondido,  19  miles,  is 
completely  paved  with  concrete.  The  section  from  Puerto  Escondido  to  Gua- 
bala,  37  miles,  is  being  graded  and  will  be  completed  to  an  all-weather  gravel 
surface  under  current  contract.  Through  this  section  many  detours  are  taken 
over  the  old  National  Highway  which  is  of  very  low  standard.  From  Guabala 
to  Santiago  the  National  Highway  must  be  traversed  since  the  Inter-American 
Highway  will  not  be  completed  under  existing  funds.  The  National  Highway  is 
gravel  surfaced  and  of  very  low  standard.  Though  it  is  supposed  to  be  an  all- 
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weather  surface,  it  was  explained  that  during  the  past  rainy  season  sections 
were  actually  impassable.  The  Panama  Minister  of  Public  Works  agreed  in 
meetings  with  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  2  years  ago  that  this  section  of 
highway  would  he  improved  and  paved  with  Panama  funds  and  would  serve  as 
part  of  the  Inter-American  Highway  until  new  funds  were  appropriated  for 
Panama.  Panama  agreed  to  do  this  work  in  order  that  funds  allocated  for 
construction  of  the  Inter-American  Highway  bypass  of  the  Guabala/Santiago 
section  could  be  utilized  for  additional  concrete  paving  in  the  vicinity  of  David. 

Year  Santiago,  our  party  was  met  by  Senor  Don  Tomas  Guardia,  chief  engineer 
of  the  Carretera  Interamericana,  who  took  us  to  meet  President  Roberto  F. 
Chiari,  Minister  of  Public  Works  Pablo  Bares,  and  other  dignitaries  who  were 
visiting  Santiago  that  day.  The  short  discussion  with  the  President  and  Minister 
was  most  cordial  and  a  subsequent  meeting  was  arranged  with  Minister  Bares  in 
Panama  City. 

The  highway  from  Santiago  to  Panama  City  is  completed  with  concrete  surface 
throughout  and  affords  excellent  traveling  conditions.  The  party  stopped  for 
lunch  at  the  small  village  of  Santa  Clara  where  we  were  the  guests  of  Senor 
Don  Tomas  Guardia. 

In  Panama  City,  meetings  were  held  with  Ambassador  Farland  to  discuss  the 
Inter- American  Highway  problems  in  Panama.  Of  particular  concern  to  the 
Ambassador  are  the  large  claims  pending  from  contractors  on  the  highway. 
These  claims,  aggregating  close  to  $2  million,  have  resulted  from  disputes  as  to 
interpretation  of  specifications  by  the  Carretera  Interamericana.  All  work  in 
Panama  is  done  by  the  Carretera  Interamericana,  with  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  approving  the  reimbursement  when  this  work  is  completed  to  design 
standards.  This  will  amount  to  two-thirds  of  the  cost  to  which  we  are  com¬ 
mitted  under  this  entire  program.  These  claims,  therefore,  are  disputes  between 
the  contractor  and  the  Government  of  Panama,  though  any  costs  resulting  from 
settlement  in  favor  of  the  contractors  will  require  heavy  U.S.  participation. 
Since  the  contractors  on  this  work  are  mostly  American  contractors,  the  Am¬ 
bassador  was  quite  concerned  to  assure  more  expeditious  handling  of  the  dis¬ 
putes.  In  subsequent  discussions  with  the  Minister  of  Public  Works,  the  party 
was  assured  that  steps  are  being  taken  toward  adjudication  of  these  claims. 

In  the  meeting  with  Minister  Bares,  which  was  also  attended  by  Don  Tomas 
Guardia  and  Rodolfo  de  Obarrio,  our  observations  made  while  traveling  the 
Panama  highway  were  discussed  and  the  Minister  was  pressed  for  early  funding 
of  the  work  remaining  to  be  done. 

One  day  in  Panama  was  devoted  to  a  briefing  by  the  Panama  Canal  Company 
officials  and  an  inspection  of  the  Panama  Canal  high-level  bridge  construction 
project.  Construction  of  this  bridge  which  will  be  the  final  link  of  the  Inter- 
American  Highway,  over  which  it  will  reach  Panama  City,  is  proceeding  rapidly 
toward  a  target  completion  date  of  September  1962.  The  estimated  cost  of  the 
project  is  approximately  $20  million.  At  my  request  a  detailed  progress  report 
was  made  by  E.  L.  Erickson,  chief  of  the  bridge  division  of  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads,  under  date  of  January  6,  1961,  a  copy  of  which  has  been  filed  with  the 
Appropriations  Committee  of  the  Senate. 

GENERAL,  OBSERVATIONS 

The  following  observations  are  generally  applicable  throughout  the  Inter- 
American  Highway  and  cover  situations  and  conditions  which  must  receive  at¬ 
tention  before  the  full  value  of  the  investment  in  the  Inter-American  Highway 
will  be  realized. 

First.  I  refer  to  a  recent  report  prepared  by  the  International  Road  Federation 
under  date  of  June  1960,  which  contains  a  physical  inventory,  a  discussion  of  con¬ 
struction  and  maintenance  requirements,  and  makes  a  proposal  for  the  creation 
of  an  Inter-American  Highway  Authority  in  Central  America  and  Panama. 
The  factual  observations  of  this  report  fairly  well  coincide  with  our  observations. 
However,  the  recommendations  of  the  International  Road  Federation  for  creat¬ 
ing  and  funding  the  maintenance  and  highway  authority  which  would  involve 
U.S.  participation  will  require  further  consideration  by  Congress  and  also  by 
the  other  nations  affected. 

Second.  Maintenance  problems.  The  maintenance  observed  along  the  Inter- 
American  Highway  varied  from  very  good  to  very  poor.  It  is  evident  that  the 
lack  of  proper  maintenance  has  permitted  pavements  to  deteriorate,  drainage  to 
become  clogged,  and  slides  to  remain,  in  addition  to  resulting  in  very  poor  travel 
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conditions.  The  agreements  developed  with  each  country  before  construction 
was  initiated  on  the  Inter-American  Highway  clearly  provide  that  each  country, 
at  its  own  expense,  will  properly  maintain  the  highway.  Howrever,  the  heavy 
costs  involved  in  this  maintenance  appear  to  have  exceeded  the  expectations  of 
these  countries,  and  they  are  now  finding  it  difficult  to  finance  the  work. 

A  clear  division  between  construction  costs  and  maintenance  costs  has  not  been 
developed,  and  as  a  result  considerable  postconstruction  work  has  been  picked  up 
as  construction  cost  with  the  cooperative  funds,  rather  than  carried  as  mainte¬ 
nance  as  is  normally  done  in  our  country.  The  sound  method  of  construction 
through  the  pumice-type  country,  whereby  stage  construction  is  followed,  has  re¬ 
sulted  in  extending  the  period  of  construction  over  many  years.  Steep  slopes 
have  been  permitted  to  remain  on  original  construction  with  full  recognition 
that  some  will  slide  but  most  will  remain  steep  resulting  in  great  overall  savings. 
However,  the  removal  of  those  slides  that  do  occur  has  finally  been  recognized  as 
a  construction  cost  rather  than  maintenance  and  has  contributed  to  the  great 
overruns  of  construction  estimates.  Even  though  these  postconstruction  costs 
are  now  accepted  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  by  the  General  Accounting 
Office  as  a  part  of  the  cooperative  expense  of  constructing  the  highway,  the  main¬ 
tenance  hereafter  must  be  more  adequately  assured.  The  International  Road 
Federation  report  proposes  an  authority-type  control  of  maintenance  throughout 
the  highway  and  some  such  control  to  assure  uniformity  may  be  desirable. 

Third.  Accommodations  and  services :  Adequate  accommodations  along  the 
highway  are  scarce  though  within  the  capitals  and  major  cities  very  good  hotel 
and  restaurant  services  are  available.  The  motel-type  accommodations  are  ex¬ 
pected  to  develop  as  travel  increases  over  the  highway ;  however,  some  coordina¬ 
tion  of  this  development  appears  desirable.  At  present,  the  traveler  is  faced 
with  very  poor  sanitary  conditions  and  relatively  dangerous  situtaions  if  he 
stops  for  food  or  accommodation  other  than  in  the  large  cities.  These  condi¬ 
tions  must  be  improved  before  the  average  tourist  will  be  able  to  enjoy  the  full 
benefit  of  traveling  through  beautiful  Central  America. 

Fourth.  Developments  along  the  Inter-American  Highway :  As  planned  in  the 
original  authorization  for  this  highway,  the  economic  value  to  the  countries 
traversed  is  becoming  apparent.  Each  of  the  countries  has  continued  to  build 
its  highway  systems  utilizing  the  Inter-American  as  the  main  artery.  Feeder 
roads  and  branching  development  road  systems  are  in  evidence,  and  parallel 
major  highways  are  now  being  constructed  in  several  of  the  countries.  Guate¬ 
mala  has  nearly  completed  the  Pacific  Highway,  which  parallels  the  Inter- 
American  Highway,  and  has  constructed  with  Bank  funds  a  highway  through 
to  the  Caribbean  coast.  El  Salvador  is  just  completing  the  littoral  highway 
which  parallels  the  Inter- American  along  the  Pacific  coast,  and  is  doing  con¬ 
siderable  work  on  feeder  roads  toward  Guatemala  and  Nicaragua.  Honduras 
is  completing  the  reconstruction  and  paving  of  the  branch  road  to  serve  the 
capital  of  Tegucigalpa,  utilizing  World  Bank  funds,  and  is  developing  roads  into 
northern  Honduras  to  serve  the  Caribbean  seaboard.  Nicaragua  is  using  her 
own  money  to  improve  the  Rama  Road  and  is  carrying  on  a  healthy  construc¬ 
tion  and  maintenance  program  throughout  the  country.  Costa  Rica  has  bor¬ 
rowed  money  from  the  Export-Import  Bank  to  develop  a  four-lane  divided  high¬ 
way  to  the  El  Coco  Airport.  Panama  is  just  initiating  a  sizable  penetration 
road  program  to  develop  her  north  coast  areas. 

All  of  these  road  systems  generating  from  the  Inter-American  Highway  are 
bringing  new  industry  to  these  countries.  New  coffee  plantations  and  large 
areas  of  cotton,  palm  oil,  and  other  crops  are  in  evidence,  and  great  develop¬ 
ments  in  cattle  ranching  have  resulted.  All  of  this  industrial  development 
points  up  the  great  value  already  received  from  the  Inter-American  Highway 
and  further  emphasizes  the  need  for  completion  of  the  highway  as  soon  as 
possible. 

SPECIFIC  RECOMMENDATIONS 

First.  After  traveling  all  of  the  Inter-American  Highway  now  open  to  public 
use,  we  were  impressed  above  every  other  consideration  with  the  great  need  for 
finishing  this  highway  and  making  it  available  at  the  earliest  possible  date  to 
convenient  travel  by  tourists,  truckers,  buses,  and  for  the  further  development 
of  these  Latin  American  countries.  It  is  quite  evident  that  additional  funds 
are  required  for  completing  the  Inter-American  Highway,  and  regardless  of 
the  reasons  for  exceeding  present  authorizations  the  value  of  this  investment 
is  unquestionably  great  and  cannot  be  completely  realized  until  the  job  is  done. 
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Therefore,  I  recommend  that  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  be  instructed  to  make 
an  early  estimate  and  report  the  amount  needed  to  carry  out  to  completion  the 
original  program. 

While  these  additional  funds  are  needed  to  some  extent  throughout  the  six 
countries  that  are  covered  in  this  field  trip,  a  general  priority  for  completion 
should  be  established,  in  my  opinion,  in  the  following  order : 

First  priority.  The  Tapon  section  in  Guatemala  adjacent  to  the  Mexican 
border  must  be  finished  and  maintained  open  to  year-round  traffic  before  any 
other  construction  work  is  undertaken  with  the  new  funds.  This  extremely 
difficult  section  has,  in  truth,  been  the  Tapon  or  “stopper” — which  is  what  Tapon 
means — of  the  entire  highway.  The  frequent  slides  and  difficult  canyon  section 
subject  to  river  scour  during  the  rainy  season  have  resulted  in  this  section  of 
highway  being  closed  at  least  several  months  out  of  each  year  since  it  was 
originally  constructed.  Traffic  has  frequently  had  to  take  a  long  circuitous 
route  via  the  Mexican  railroad  to  a  connection  with  the  Pacific  Coast  Highway 
in  Guatemala.  As  a  result,  dependable  schedules  for  trucks  and  buses  have  not 
been  possible,  and  tourist  travel  has  been  discouraged.  The  Tapon  section,  a 
deep  gorge  of  the  Selegua  River  through  very  rugged  mountains  will  be  one  of  the 
most  spectacular  sections  on  this  highway  and  in  itself  will  constitute  a  great 
tourist  attraction.  The  countries  south  of  Guatemala  continually  point  to  the 
uncertainty  of  travel  through  the  Tapon  section  as  a  deterrent  to  through  traffic 
over  the  highway  and,  in  effect,  a  failure  on  our  part  to  provide  them  with  the 
potential  full  benefits  of  the  highway. 

Second  priority.  Of  next  importance  must  be  the  paving  with  asphalt  of  those 
sections  of  the  highway  which  are  now  all-weather  gravel.  These  gravel  sec¬ 
tions,  while  passable  at  all  times,  are  disagreeable  to  tourists  and  other  travel¬ 
ers  because  of  the  great  dust  problem  and  wear  and  tear  on  tires,  windshields, 
and  automobiles  in  general. 

Third  priority.  The  section  of  highway  in  Panama  between  Guabala  and 
Santiago  has  not  been  completed  under  present  authorized  funds,  since  this  sec¬ 
tion  is  served  by  a  detour  on  a  national  highway,  though  this  detour  route  is  of 
low  standard  and  mostly  of  dirt  and  gravel  surface.  The  Inter-American 
Highway  location  will  be  62  miles  in  length,  some  15  miles  shorter  than  the 
present  detour,  and  because  of  the  much  better  standard  will  provide  a  saving 
of  approximately  1  hour  in  travel  time.  In  addition,  this  section  of  the  Inter- 
American  Highway  will  open  up  considerable  new  and  potentially  valuable  land 
to  development.  Panama  advises  that  she  now  has  the  funds  available  for  her 
share  of  this  construction  cost ;  and  since  approximately  half  of  the  construc¬ 
tion  has  been  completed  on  this  route,  it  is  very  important  that  the  remainder  be 
opened  up  in  order  that  through  traffic  may  be  served. 

Fourth  priority.  In  recent  years,  because  of  the  shortage  of  funds,  the  as¬ 
phalt  pavement  placed  on  some  of  the  newer  sections  of  the  Inter-American 
Highway  has  been  a  light  penetration-type  treatment  which  is  not  a  permanent 
pavement.  Some  of  these  sections  have  already  shown  weakness ;  and  since 
maintenance  throughout  much  of  the  Inter-American  Highway  is  not  adequate. 
It  is  quite  evident  that  before  long  many  of  these  paved  sections  will  be  in 
poor  condition.  The  original  authorization  contemplated  an  asphalt  mat-type 
surface,  and  such  surfacing  should  be  provided  when  additional  funds  are 
made  available. 

Second.  Each  of  the  Latin  American  countries  desires  work  on  the  Inter- 
American  Highway  in  addition  to  that  listed  above  and  in  addition  to  that 
which  will  be  covered  by  the  completion  of  the  original  project.  Such  work 
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includes  the  realinement  of  substandard  sections,  the  relocation  of  the  highway 
to  serve  new  areas,  and  other  improvements  not  included  in  the  original  au¬ 
thorization.  I  recommend  that  our  participation  in  this  additional  work  be 
not  seriously  considered  until  the  above  priority  work  has  been  completed.  Fur¬ 
ther,  none  of  this  work  was  anticipated  under  the  original  authorization,  there¬ 
fore,  it  should  be  carefully  scrutinized  before  any  U.S.  responsibility  is  accepted 
by  enacting  further  authorizations.  These  sections  of  additional  work  are  for 
the  most  part  worthy  projects,  though  they  are  not  always  recognizable  as  part 
of  the  Inter-American  Highway. 

Third.  One  of  the  most  serious  deterrents  to  free  use  of  the  Inter-American 
Highway  is  the  difficult  border  crossing  procedures  encountered  by  all  travel¬ 
ers.  These  procedures  are  so  slow,  cumbersome,  and  exasperating  that  some  im¬ 
provement  is  absolutely  necessary,  and  I  recommend  that  such  should  be  re¬ 
quired  by  the  United  States  before  additional  funds  are  made  available  for  this 
work.  Delays  of  from  2  to  4  hours  at  each  border  are  generally  experienced 
by  the  tourists,  and  trucking  across  the  borders  is  discouraged  by  unreasonable 
customs  inspections  requiring  complete  off-loading  of  trucks  in  many  cases. 
Our  party,  traveling  with  high  officials  of  each  nation,  should  have  experienced 
the  last  inconvenience  at  the  country  borders.  However,  such  was  not  always 
the  case,  and  aggravating  delays  did  occur.  It  was  very  easy  to  realize  and  ap¬ 
preciate  how  the  unescorted  tourist  would  be  treated. 

Fourth.  Deterioration  of  sections  of  the  Inter-American  Highway  that  are 
now  receiving  heavy  truck  travel  is  being  accelerated  because  of  the  uncontrolled 
truck  loads  and  truck  speeds.  Progress  is  being  made  in  some  countries  in  ef¬ 
fecting  legislation  to  impose  weight  and  speed  restrictions ;  however,  so  far  there 
is  no  effective  control  of  this  important  traffic.  I  join  the  International  Road 
Federation  in  its  recommendation  that  a  single,  overall  authority  be  created  to 
be  responsible  for  such  control,  which  appears  to  be  the  logical  approach  to  assur¬ 
ing  protection  of  the  Inter-American  Highway. 

Fifth.  There  is  almost  a  complete  lack  of  adequate  signs  along  the  highway. 
The  tourist  is  confronted  with  finding  his  way  through  villages,  and  cities  with 
little  or  no  help  in  the  way  of  highway  information.  Similarly,  there  is  no 
central  point  to  which  the  tourist  may  refer  for  information  farther  ahead  along 
the  highway.  Rumors  as  to  conditions  in  the  next  country  are  generally  pessi¬ 
mistic  ;  and,  indeed,  the  present-day  tourist  must  have  a  pioneer  spirit — as  many 
have  shown — to  forge  ahead.  Again  I  join  in  the  International  Road  Federation 
report,  which  I  feel  is  sound,  in  recommending  that  responsibility  for  these  im¬ 
portant  services  be  placed  under  a  single,  overall  authority. 

Sixth.  The  rapid  development  and  settlement  of  the  countryside  as  the  Inter- 
American  Highway  has  progressed  are  indeed  gratifying;  however,  they  are 
resulting  in  complete  removal  of  the  natural  beauty  of  some  of  the  areas  tra¬ 
versed  in  each  country.  The  highway  dips  into  deep  jungle  growth  and  climbs 
into  mountainous  rain  forests  which  would  be  of  great  interest  to  all  travelers. 
Some  steps  should  be  taken  by  these  countries  to  conserve,  by  wider  rights-of-way 
or  by  forest  reserves,  areas  that  offer  such  valuable  attraction  to  the  traveler. 

Mr.  President,  in  order  to  present  in  one  place  a  general  picture  of  the  con¬ 
dition  of  the  Inter-American  Highway,  I  have  secured  from  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  a  detailed  compilation,  dated  January  1,  1961,  and  entitled  “Condition  of 
the  Inter-American  Highway,”  covering  its  entire  length  through  Mexico — where 
we  did  not  go,  this  time — and  the  six  nations  visited  in  my  recent  trip.  I  now 
ask  to  have  the  compilation  incorporated  in  the  Record  as  part  of  my  remarks. 
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There  being  no  objection,  the  tabulation  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

Condition  of  the  Inter-American  Highway,  Jan.  1,  1961 


Miles 


Condition 


Mexico: 

Laredo, Mexico  City - 

Mexico  City-Las  Casas _ 

Las  Casas-Comitan _ 

Comitan-Gautemala  border 


761 

721 

60 

45 


Paved. 

Do. 


Paved,  poor. 
Paved. 


Total,  Mexico 


1,587 


Guatemala: 

Mexican  border-Selegua  Canyon.. 
Through  Selegua  Canyon . . 

Selegua  Canyon-San  Cristobal . 

San  Cristobal-Patzicia _ 

Patzicia-Guatemala  City.. . . 

Guatemala  City-Barberena _ 

Barberena-Ascuncion  Mita _ 

Asuncion  Mita-El  Salvador  border. 


18 

7 

73 

75 

37 

34 

57 

12 


All-weather. 

All-weather,  narrow,  subject  to 
slides. 

All-weather. 

Being  paved. 

Paved. 

Do. 

All-weather. 

Paved,  poor  condition. 


Total,  Guatemala. 


313 


El  Salvador: 

Guatemala  border-San  Salvador. 
San  Salvador-Honduras  border.. 
Spur,  Sirama  Y-La  Union . 


61  Paved. 
130  Do. 

5  Do. 


Total,  El  Salvador _ _ 

Honduras: 

El  Salvador  border-Jicaro  Galan 
Jicaro  Galan-Nicaragua  border.. 

Total,  Honduras. . . 


196 


94 


Being  paved. 
Do. 


Nicaragua: 

Honduras  border-Condega. 

Condega-Sebaco . . . 

Sebaco-Managua _ 

Managua-Rivas _ 

Rivas-Costa  Rica  border. .. 

Total,  Nicaragua _ 

Costa  Rica: 

Nicaragua  border-Barranca. 

Barranca-San  Ramon . 

San  Ramon, San  Jose . . 

San  Jose-Cartago__ . . 

Cartago-San  Isidro _ 

San  Isidro-Panama  border. 


Total,  Costa  Rica . . 

Panama: 

Costa  Rica  border-Concepcion. 

Concepcion-David _ 

David-Puerto  Escondido _ 

Puerto  Escondido-Guabala _ 

Guabala-Santiago _ _ _ 

Santiago-Aguadulce. _ _ 

Aguadulce-Penonome _ 

Penonome-Panama  City _ 

Total,  Panama _ 

Grand  total.. _ _ 


34 

49 

64 

69 

22 


Paved. 

Being  paved. 

Paved. 

Paved  (27  miles,  old,  very  poor  con¬ 
dition). 

Being  paved. 


238 


122 

23 

47 

14 

71 

133 


Paved. 

Paved,  very  poor  condition. 
Paved. 

Do. 

All-weather. 

All-weather  surface,  bridges  under 
construction. 


410 


17 

16 

19 

37 

62 

33 

28 

92 


All-weather. 

Being  paved. 

Paved. 

All-weather. 

Under  construction. 
Paved. 

Being  paved. 

Paved. 


304 


3,142 


Mr.  Holland.  Mr.  President,  I  also  ask  to  have  incorporated  in  the  Record,  as 
part  of  my  remarks,  a  brief  summary  of  the  condition  of  the  Inter-American 
Highway  as  of  January  1,  1961,  as  prepared  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads. 
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There  being  no  objection,  the  summary  was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Rec¬ 
ord,  as  follows : 


Summary  of  condition  of  the  Inter-American  Highway 


Country 

Total 

Paved 

Being 

paved 

All-weather 

gravel 

Mexico  _ _ . _ ... 

1,587 

1,  587 

Guatemala _ _ _. 

313 

83 

75 

155 

El  Salvador _ _ 

196 

196 

Honduras _ _ _ 

94 

94 

Nicaragua _ 

238 

167 

71 

Costa  Rica . . . .  . 

410 

206 

i  204 

Panama. _ _ 

304 

144 

44 

2 116 

Total . . . . 

3  3, 142 

2,383 

284 

475 

1 133-mile  section  between  San  Isidro  and  Panama  border  opened  to  limited  traffic  only  pending  comple¬ 
tion  of  39  bridges  now  under  construction. 

2  62-mile  section  between  Quabala  and  Santiago  now  under  construction.  Traffic  uses  all-weather  alter¬ 
nate  which  is  15  miles  longer. 

>  The  entire  length  of  the  Inter- American  Highway,  excepting  the  short  section  in  southern  Costa  Rica, 
is  now  open  to  traffic  at  al  times.  This  short  section  may  be  traveled  during  the  dry  season  by  fording 
streams  over  which  bridges  are  now  under  construction. 

Mr.  Holland.  Mr.  President,  I  also  ask  to  have  incorporated  in  the  Record, 
in  connection  with  my  remarks,  and  as  a  part  thereof,  a  short  statement  under 
date  of  January  1,  1961,  entitled  “Condition  of  the  Rama  Road,”  compiled  at  my 
request  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  statement  was  order  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows : 

Condition  of  the  Rama  Road 


Condition 

Miles 

between 

points 

Miles 
from  San 
Benito 

San  Benito  _ _ _ 

0 

0 

Paved  by  Nicaragua _ _ 

10 

10 

All-weather  gravel _ _ _ 

68 

78 

Lovago  to  Villa  Somoza _ 

Paved  by  Nicaragua _ 

18 

96 

Villa  Somoza  to  Espabel _ 

All-weather  gravel  _  _ 

26 

122 

Espabel  to  Cedro  Macho  _ 

Under  construction;  will  be  completed 
to  all-weather  gravel  in  1961. 

Let  to  contract  December  1960 _ _ _ 

17 

139 

14 

153 

Rio  Siquia  to  Rama _ 

Awaits  additional  appropriation . . 

5 

158 

Note. — The  Rama  Road  begins  at  San  Benito  and  extends  to  Rama,  a  distance  of  158 
miles. 

Mr.  Holland.  Mr.  President,  I  feel  that  at  this  point  I  should  state  that  we 
must  never  forget  that  a  little  more  than  half  of  the  entire  mileage  of  the  Inter- 
American  Highway — that  from  Laredo  to  Mexico  City — passes  through  Mexico, 
and  that  Mexico  has  constructed,  with  her  own  funds  and  her  own  efforts,  every 
mile  of  that  highway,  and  all  of  it  is  paved. 

In  conclusion,  Mr.  President,  I  am  happy  to  say  that  our  party  received, 
throughout  its  visit  in  Central  America,  from  every  country  visited  and  from 
every  official  and  private  person  with  whom  we  came  in  contact,  the  most 
courteous,  friendly,  and  generous  treatment  that  could  be  described,  for  which 
all  members  of  our  party  are  sincerely  grateful.  The  friendly  welcome  helped 
us  greatly  to  obtain  and  bring  back  to  the  Senate  what  1  believe  is  a  clear 
picture  of  the  portion  of  the  Inter-American  Highway  which  lies  in  Central 
America. 

This  is  the  second  detailed  inspection  trip  I  have  taken,  as  a  representative  of 
the  Senate,  over  the  Inter-American  Highway  mileage  in  Central  America  and 
over  the  Rama  Road.  I  feel  completely  sure  that  the  part  which  our  country  has 
played  in  each  of  these  projects  is  of  lasting  value,  both  from  a  material  view¬ 
point  and  as  it  relates  to  the  furtherance  of  friendly  relations  and  better 
understanding  between  the  several  cooperating  nations  and  ourselves.  The 
Inter-American  Highway  will  be  of  lasting  benefit  to  each  nation,  including  our 
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country,  which  has  participated  in  building  it ;  and  the  Rama  Road  will  be  of 
lasting  benefit  to  both  Nicaragua  and  the  United  States. 

As  a  result  of  the  inspection  trips  mentioned,  and  of  my  attendance  at  two 
sessions  of  the  Pan  American  Highway  Congress,  one  at  Mexico  City  and  the 
other  at  Caracas,  and  as  the  further  result  of  the  large  number  of  attendant 
contacts  with  very  fine  people  representaing  the  several  cooperating  nations, 
both  in  their  countries  and  in  the  United  States,  I  am  definitely  of  the  conclusion 
that  there  is  no  more  worthwhile  field  for  our  rendering  assistance  wThere  it  is 
needed  to  our  friendly  Latin  American  neighbors  than  that  of  helping  to  provide 
better  highways  connecting  ourselves  with  them  and  connecting  each  of  them 
with  its  neighbors. 

The  engineers  who  plan  and  build  roads  and  bridges  speak  a  common  lan¬ 
guage,  even  though  they  converse  in  different  tongues;  and  the  business  and 
governmental  people  who  are  served  by  new  highways  likewise  find  common 
ground  upon  which  all  can  cooperate  to  their  mutual  advantage.  I  doubt 
whether  there  is  any  other  field  as  suitable  as  that  of  trunk-line  highway  con¬ 
struction  for  the  cooperation  of  our  Nation  with  its  friendly  neighbors  through¬ 
out  Latin  America. 

Mr.  President,  I  yield  the  floor,  and  suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

Mr.  Magntjson.  Mr.  President,  first,  will  the  Senator  from  Florida  yield  to  me? 

Mr,  Holland.  Yes. 

Mr.  Clark.  Mr.  President,  if  the  Senator  from  Florida  will  yield  the  floor, 
I  shall  undertake  to  obtain  a  quorum  after  the  Senator  from  Washington  con¬ 
cludes  his  remarks. 

Mr.  Holland.  Very  well. 

Senator  Holland.  It  is  my  very  definite  feeling  that  we  serve  our¬ 
selves  very  greatly  by  an  earlier  or  by  an  early  completion  of  these 
projects. 

In  the  dry  weather  now  one  may  go,  but  at  considerable  expense  of 
wear  and  tear  of  automobile,  from  lower  Mexico,  from  the  Mexican 
border  to  Panama.  But  the  road  is  by  no  means,  throughout  its  ex¬ 
panse,  in  the  condition  that  we  would  want  any  project,  in  which  we 
had  participated  on  a  two-thirds  basis,  to  appear.  It  is  not  a  credit — 
many  portions  of  the  present  mileage — to  our  participation  in  the 
effort.  It  does  not  look  like  American  construction,  and  my  own  feel¬ 
ing  is,  as  I  stated  a  while  ago,  and  I  hope  the  members  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  will  themselves  gain  this  same  feeling,  that  we  have  done  this 
thing  in  a  delayed  fashion  and  in  a  partial  construction  manner, 
which  has  not  been  as  credible  as  it  would  have  been  otherwise  to  our 
Nation. 

Senator  Chavez.  Senator,  I  know  that  American  cars  have  gone 
from  the  United  States  clear  to  Panama  City  and  have  come  from 
Panama  City  to  the  United  States,  but  it  is  a  job  at  times. 

Senator  Holland.  Certainly  is. 

Senator  Chavez.  You  take  right  now  on  the  Guatemala-Mexican 
border,  at  a  place  called  La  Point,  where  they  had  a  big  slide  and 
seven  people  lost,  their  lives  early  last  year  at  that  place.  They  have 
about  a  2,000-foot  cut,  and  they  cut,  it  straight  like  that  wall.  It  is 
disintegrated  material.  With  a  little  rain,  here  comes  the  whole 
works  down.  It  was  construction,  pure  and  simple,  that  did  that,  in¬ 
stead  of  putting  it  on  a  slope  so  it  would  not  slide  down. 

And  it  is  the  same  way  from  San  Jose,  in  Costa  Rica,  to  the  Pana¬ 
manian  line.  The  road  through  Panama  and  Costa  Rica  is  one  of  the 
hardest  pieces  of  construction  in  the  world.  In  that  area  it  is  a  job, 
and  it  cannot  be  done  unless  done  correctly,  and  that  was  the  reason 
that  I  asked  the  Bureau  what  they  thought  about  their  figure  of  in¬ 
creasing  it  by  $4  million,  in  order  to  get  it  concluded. 

We  need  authorization  before  we  can  appropriate  some  money. 
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The  Ambassador  from  Guatemala  was  in  my  office  the  other  day. 
They  have  their  share  of  $3  million,  but  we  do  not  have  the  $6  million 
that  we  are  supposed  to  put  up,  and  that  was  one  of  the  reasons  that  we 
asked  it,  and  they  said  they  need  it. 

Mr.  Whitton,  testified  yesterday  that  they  need  the  $32  million.  I 
hate  to  go  that  far,  but  it  is  necessary  to  conclude  that  road. 

Senator  Holland.  I  appreciate  what  the  Senator  from  New  Mexico 
has  said. 

May  I  add  this :  The  Republic  of  Mexico  has  done  a  mighty  good  job 
in  building  some  1,600  miles  of  this  highway  that  goes  through  Mexico 
without  a  penny’s  aid  from  us  or  anybody  else,  and  much  of  their  con¬ 
struction  is  excellent  construction — I  have  been  over  much  of  it — and  I 
think  it  is  a  sad  commentary  to  run  from  some  of  that  good  construc¬ 
tion  into  some  of  this,  in  these  smaller  nations,  where  we  put  up  two- 
thirds  of  the  cost,  and  where,  in  many  instances,  we  have  handled  even 
the  contracting  work. 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  mentioned  this  gap  at  El  Tapon, 
which  is  a  place  in  the  Selegua  Canyon  that  I  mentioned  a  while 
ago.  The  geological  structure  of  that  country  is  very  modern,  very 
late,  and  in  the  heavy  rainy  seasons  which  come  at  the  rainy  part 
of  the  year  there,  there  are  great  slides  down  from  the  mountains 
which  rise  abruptly  on  each  side  of  the  Selegua  Canyon,  and  the 
engineers  decided,  and  I  think  wisely,  that  rather  than  attempt  to 
have  cuts  that  went  back  at  a  gradual  slope  in  mountains  that  high, 
it  was  better  to  know  in  advance  that  we  were  going  to  have  to  do 
some  reconstruction  where  there  would  be  slides,  and  I  agree  with 
them  on  that  conclusion.  I  think  that  is  the  cheaper  method. 

But  I  still  think  that  to  have  our  people,  as  we  found  several  car¬ 
loads  of  American  people  making  repairs  through  that  very  bad 
gap  in  the  road,  and  wondering  why  they  had  ever  undertaken  the 
trip.  I  think  it  is  bad  for  us,  and  I  know  it  is  bad  for  us  in  contrast 
with  what  has  gone  on  elsewhere. 

I  close  by  simply  saying  this:  I  think  that  we  were  not  wholly  elee¬ 
mosynary  in  undertaking  this  effort.  I  think  it  is  important  to  us  to 
have  overland  access  to  the  Panama  Canal.  I  think  it  is  important  for 
us  to  contribute  to  access,  from  one  nation  to  another,  of  these  small 
nations  with  an  average  population  of  between  1  and  2  million,  and 
great  expanses  of  difficult  terrain  to  traverse  to  get  this  communi¬ 
cation  completed,  and  I  hope  that  this  committee  will  do  the  job  to 
a  finish  at  this  time,  by  passing  this  authorization  promptly. 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  is  one  of  those  who  serves,  not  only 
on  this  authorizing  committee,  but  also  on  the  Appropriations  Com¬ 
mittee  which  has  made  money  available,  and  I  think  he  knows,  as  I 
do,  there  is  no  difficulty  about  moving  ahead  as  quickly  as  the  con¬ 
struction  can  be  completed,  if  we  once  get  this  authorization  passed. 

And  my  own  feeling  is  that  we  are  operating  in  our  own  interest 
and  the  interest  of  our  own  people  who,  by  hundreds  of  thousands, 
will  take  this  means  of  seeing  the  Panama  Canal,  which  is  a  source 
of  pride  to  all  Americans  everywhere,  if  once  we  open  it  up,  and  the 
scenery  is  simply  unsurpassable  anywhere. 

The  Senator  from  New  Mexico  mentioned  the  high  mountains.  You 
cross  the  Continental  Divide  between  San  Jose  and  San  Isidro,  that 
is  between  11,000  and  12,000  feet  high,  and  up  to  very  close  to  the 
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top  you  have  tropical  forests  which  simply  defy  description,  covered 
with  all  kinds  of  exotic  flowers  and  plants,  and  many  varieties,  for 
instance,  of  orchids  and  other  similar  exotics.  You  have  volcanos 
that  are  partially  active  at  all  times.  You  have  animal  and  bird  and 
reptilian  life  which  cannot  be  seen  in  our  own  country.  You  have  a 
wonderful  chance  to  observe  our  neighbors  and  to  learn  their  ways, 
learn  from  them,  and  I  think  to  communicate  some  information  to 
them  which  helps  bring  us  all  closer  together. 

I  am  for  this  project,  and  I  hope  we  may  complete  it  as  quickly  as 
possible. 

Senator  McNamara.  Senator  Chavez? 

Senator  Chavez.  Not  only  that,  Senator,  but  you  take  the  experience 
of  the  last  war  when  the  Germans  sent  the  submarines  in  the  gulf 
almost  up  to  New  Orleans;  it  was  this  route  that  made  it  possible  for 
us  to  get  supplies  to  the  Panama  Canal. 

Senator  Holland.  It  might  lie  required  for  that  purpose  in  the 
event  of  any  war  at  this  time,  and,  as  the  Senator  knows,  we  had  to 
have  naval  bases  built  in  the  Caribbean  and  on  the  Pacific  side.  As  a 
matter  of  fact,  our  undertaking  the  Rama  Road  construction,  which  I 
had  not  intended  to  mention,  was  a  defense  measure,  pure  and  simple, 
and  there  is  an  item  of  defense  and  a  very  strong  commercial  necessity 
for  the  completion  of  this  road,  aside  from  completing  international 
commitments. 

We  are  talking  about  technical  assistance,  foreign  aid,  loans  for 
foreign  projects.  There  is  not  anything  which  means  as  much  to 
these  neighbors  of  ours  as  the  completion  of  this  highway,  and  it  is 
shown  every  time  you  go  down  there  by  the  new  projects  which  have 
grown  up  along  the  highway  which  were  not  there  before.  There  are 
dozens  and  dozens  of  new  things  completed  simply  because  of  their 
closeness  to  this  highway. 

Senator  Chavez.  You  take  the  Rama  Road  in  Nicaragua :  there 
used  to  be  nothing  between  the  Pacific  side  and  the  Atlantic.  That 
road  is  practically  completed.  And  you  ought  to  see  the  cattle  and 
the  sheep,  the  trees  and  the  farms,  and  homes,  now  between  the  Pacific 
side  and  the  Atlantic. 

Senator  Holland.  Thank  you. 

Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you,  Senator. 

The  Federal  Highway  Administrator,  Rex  Whitton,  appearing  be¬ 
fore  this  committee  yesterday,  said  that  he  was  recommending  the  $32 
million  indicated,  that  it  was  predicated  on  being  positive  assurance  of 
adequate  maintenance.  He  recommended  the  $32  million  authoriza¬ 
tion  for  completion  of  the  highway,  but  it  should  not  be  obligated  until 
some  adequate  provisions  for  maintenance  are  achieved. 

T)o  you  agree  with  that  ? 

Senator  Holland.  I  think  that  is  sound. 

^  We  already  have  the  assumption  of  maintenance  by  these  nations. 
They  have  had  to  borrow  some  from  the  various  lending  institutions 
to  maintain,  but  I  think  that  our  own  commitment  is  completed  when 
we  have  completed  sound  construction,  and  I  say  again  that  some  of 
the  links  were  not  soundly  constructed,  and  there  is  no  better  evidence 
than  their  present  conditions. 

I  here  are  other  conditions  which  I  think  should  be  met  and  which 
are  expressed  in  this  discussion  in  the  Senate  in  February  1961,  which 
has  been  included  in  this  comment  already. 
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I  think  that  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  the  State  Department 
have  obligations  in  this  matter,  but,  after  all,  we  have  an  obligation 
and  we  have  not  fulfilled  it.  What  makes  me  blush  when  I  go  down 
there  is  to  have  to  admit  to  those  people  that  we  have  not  done  this  in 
the  manner  that  is  traditionally  American. 

Tie  re  during  time  of  war  wre  jumped  in  and  built  the  Alcan  High¬ 
way,  and  in  a  very  few  months,  with  just  as  rough  terrain  problem 
and  long  distances  involved.  We  got  it  done  because  it  had  to  be 
done.  Here  we  have  dallied  along  on  this  thing  to  where,  frankly,  I 
am  not  proud  to  go  down  there  and  see  that  we  have  taken  since  1930 
to  get  as  far  as  we  have  now  without  completing  our  own  part  of  the 
commitment.  That  is  what  I  am  talking  about.  I  want  us  to  com¬ 
plete  it. 

Senator  McNamara.  Senator  Randolph. 

Senator  Randolph.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Senator  from  Florida  pre¬ 
sented  testimony  on  the  basis  of  firsthand  knowledge.  I  would  like 
the  record  to  indicate  that  not  once  but  many  times  during  the  period 
when  Senator  Gruening  and  I,  on  behalf  of  this  committee,  were 
going  over  the  highway  during  the  latter  part  of  1961  and  the  first 
part  of  1962,  Ave  were  apprised  of  the  diligence  and  the  cooperative 
attitude  which  the  Senator  from  Florida  manifested  on  more  than 
one  visit  to  that.  area.  It  Avas  helpful  to  us  who  followed  him  to  hear 
these  words  of  merited  approval  of  his  contribution. 

I  want  the  record  to  reflect,  also,  that  the  work  of  the  chairman  of 
this  committee,  Senator  Chavez,  in  particular,  with  reference  to 
the  Inter- American  Highway,  has  been  of  the  very  highest  order,  and 
the  measures  which  both  he  and  the  Senator  from  Florida  advocate 
now  are  timely  and  have  my  endorsement. 

Mr.  Chairman,  with  your  approval,  I  should  ask  that  certain  per¬ 
tinent  paragraphs  of  the  letter  of  transmittal  of  our  report ;  that  is, 
the  report  of  Senator  Gruening  and  myself,  be  inserted  in  the  record 
at  this  point. 

Senator  McNamara.  Without  objection,  you  may  indicate  the  per¬ 
tinent  paragraphs  and  refer  them  to  the  reporter  so  that  he  can  include 
them  in  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  information  referred  to  follows :) 

We  were  very  much  impressed  with  the  work  that  has  been  completed  on  the 
Inter-American  Highway.  One  has  only  to  observe  the  heavy  cuts  and  fills  on 
the  completed  sections,  and  the  rough  terrain  through  Avhich  many  miles  of 
the  road  passes,  to  realize  the  tremendous  costs  that  are  involved  in  construc¬ 
tion  of  this  highway,  much  of  which  is  located  in  remote  and  isolated  areas. 
There  still  remains  considerable  work  to  be  done  to  complete  the  work  proposed, 
in  order  that  a  paved  highway  of  acceptable  standards  will  be  available  from 
the  Mexican-Guatemalan  border  to  the  Panama  Canal. 

In  general,  the  highway  embankment  and  roadbed  for  the  highway  are 
complete  throughout  its  entire  length,  and  most  of  the  permanent  bridges  have 
been  completed.  Thus,  the  major  remaining  improvement  necessary  to  com¬ 
plete  the  highway  consists  of  paving  the  graveled  sections,  including  resur¬ 
facing  a  few  gaps  where  the  original  light  surfacing  has  failed  due  to  heavy 
traffic  not  anticipated  at  the  time  the  surface  Avas  applied. 

One  cannot  travel  on  the  highway  at  any  point  without  observing  the  tre¬ 
mendous  economic,  social,  and  cultural  benefits  that  are  resulting  from  comple¬ 
tion  of  the  various  segments.  Interest  in  its  final  completion  at  an  early  date 
was  evidenced  by  the  desires  expressed  in  all  the  Republics  as  to  when  uninter¬ 
rupted  travel  would  be  possible  between  those  countries  and  the  United  States. 
In  fact,  a  caravan  of  several  hundred  cars  is  now  being  organized  in  Panama 
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and  other  countries  to  bring  delegates  of  many  countries  in  Central  and  South 
America  to  attend  the  meeting  of  the  Pan  American  Highway  Congress  in 
Washington,  D.C.,  in  May  1963. 

Because  of  the  interest  expressed  in  completing  the  Darien  Gap  between 
Panama  and  Columbia,  thus  connecting  the  Inter-American  Highway  with  the 
Pan  American  Highway  system  in  South  America,  the  delegation  took  particular 
cognizance  of  this  section.  We  drove  out  this  route  beyond  Chepo  in  Panama, 
thence  by  jeep  over  the  completed  trail  out  into  the  jungle  beyond  Chepo.  We 
also  flew  by  light  planes  farther  over  the  area  and  observed  the  terrain  and 
conditions  which  will  be  encountered  in  completing  this  section.  This  comple¬ 
tion  will  open  up  a  vast  area  in  Panama  and  Colombia  for  development,  and 
permit  travel  to  our  many  sister  Republics  in  South  America. 

In  addition  to  the  many  benefits  now  accruing  from  the  Inter-American  High¬ 
way,  we  could  envision  many  additional  potential  benefits  that  will  be  possible 
when  the  highway  is  completed.  One  of  the  major  benefits  will,  doubtless,  be 
recreation  and  tourism.  The  scenery,  including  mountains,  lakes,  volcanoes, 
and  old  cities,  buildings,  and  ruins,  is  superlative.  The  highway  will  attract 
a  large  amount  of  capital  for  investment  in  gas  stations,  motels,  hotels,  and 
in  development  of  tourist  attractions.  Many  industrial  and  commercial  develop¬ 
ments  cannot  be  supported  at  the  present  time  by  markets  in  a  single  republic, 
but  will  prove  profitable  upon  completion  of  the  highway  which  will  permit 
interchange  of  commerce  by  highway  transportation  between  the  various 
countries. 

The  Inter- American  Highway  forms  the  backbone  of  the  local  highway  systems 
in  all  the  Republics.  They  are  all  making  strides  in  development  of  feeder  roads 
connecting  with  the  Inter-American  Highway,  and  in  construction  of  other 
highways  into  remote  and  isolated  areas,  which  open  such  areas  for  develop¬ 
ment  and  transportation  of  their  products  to  market.  This  work  is  being  done 
primarily  with  loan  funds. 

We  believe  that  every  effort  should  be  made  to  complete  the  paving  of 
the  Inter-American  Highway  on  its  present  location  at  an  early  date,  and 
that  adequate  authorization  should  be  provided  to  permit  such  completion 
during  1963.  Reconstruction,  improvements  in  grade  and  alinement,  and 
proposed  bypassing  certain  cities  should  only  be  considered  after  the  present 
highway  is  completed,  or  carried  out  under  the  Alliance  for  Progress  program. 
Prior  to  completion  of  the  highway,  the  problem  of  maintenance  of  the  com¬ 
pleted  work  should  be  considered,  in  order  to  protect  the  large  investment  in 
the  road,  and  permit  its  uninterrupted  use  and  extend  its  life.  The  survey  of 
the  highway  extension  through  the  Darien  should  be  pushed  forward  in  order 
to  provide  complete  information  on  that  section,  estimates  of  cost,  and  details 
on  various  construction  features. 

We  believe  that  the  Inter-American  Highway  is  an  outstanding  example  of 
successful  international  cooperation  to  further  the  progress  and  economic 
development  of  the  countries  concerned. 

Senator  Jennings  Randolph,  Chairman. 

Senator  Ernest  Gruening. 

Senator  Holland.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  certainly  want  to  express  my 
appreciation  for  that  very  warm  expression  on  the  part  of  my  friend 
from  West  Virginia. 

May  I  add  one  more  thought  ?  As  a  part  of  my  Senate  responsi¬ 
bility  in  recent  years  I  have  been  handling  the  appropriations  for 
the  Panama  Canal.  I  think  the  Senators  all  know  that  the  great 
bridge  near  the  Pacific  end  of  the  canal  is  nearing  completion.  That 
great  bridge  is  the  final  link  of  the  Inter- American  Highway  by 
which  travelers  moving  down  that  highway  reach  their  destination, 
the  city  of  Panama. 

It  looks  like  we  are  going  to  have  that  monumental  bridge  com¬ 
pleted  before  people  can  travel  this  highway  with  any  degree  of 
ease  and  comfort,  which  we  have  been  working  on  since  1930,  and 
I  think  the  record  should  show  that.  It  is  a  magnificient  bridge  that 
is  a  credit  to  our  own  engineering  and  construction  capacities.  I 
would  like  to  think  that  the  road  will  very  soon  be  a  similar  credit 
to  our  participation  in  this  highway. 
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Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you  again,  Senator. 

Are  there  any  further  comments  or  questions  ?  Thanks  very  much. 
I  would  like  to  include  in  the  record  a  statement  by  Senator  Jacob 
K.  Javits,  and  certain  telegrams  and  letters  referred  to  the  committee 
commenting  on  the  provisions  of  II. R.  12135,  relating  to  relocation  of 
tenants. 

(The  information  referred  to  follows:) 

Statement  of  Senator  Jacob  K.  Javits 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  like  to  support  strongly  the  relocation  assistance 
provision  in  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962.  I  hope  that  the  Congress  at 
long  last  will  correct  the  anomaly  in  existing  law  and  take  responsibility  for 
those  who  are  in  effect  “displaced  persons”  so  that  our  interstate  highway  pro¬ 
gram  may  be  carried  on.  The  law  now  requires  compensation  only  for  owners 
of  buildings  affected,  but  not  for  moving  expenses  of  tenants. 

For  many  years,  with  my  past  and  present  Senate  colleagues  from  New  York 
State,  I  have  sought  to  obtain  fair  compensation  for  the  thousands  of  tenants, 
both  individuals  and  business  concerns,  who  are  uprooted  to  make  way  for 
highways  to  which  the  Federal  Government  in  such  a  large  measure  contributes. 

Relocation  assistance  has  been  a  part  of  the  urban  renewal  program  since 
1956  and  the  reasons  for  it  are  equally  compelling  in  the  highway  program. 
While  highway  projects  are  important  and  desirable,  it  is  unfair  to  expect  those 
displaced  by  them  to  carry  the  burden  of  their  own  relocation.  It  is  equally 
illogical  to  force  local  governments  to  bear  the  entire  cost  of  relocation  when 
the  other  costs  of  our  interstate  program  are  divided  between  State  and  Federal 
budgets. 

The  late  Senator  Ives  and  I  proposed  legislation  to  remedy  this  wrong  as 
early  as  1956  and  until  1960,  the  New  York  Senators  were  lone  voices  in  a 
seemingly  apathetic  wilderness.  By  1961,  the  measure  had  attracted  additional 
cosponsorship  and  was  recommended  on  the  President’s  highway  message ;  it 
passed  the  Senate  but  did  not  survive  in  conference.  However,  this  year  the 
House-passed  bill  contains  a  relocation  provision  as  does  the  Senate  bill,  and  I 
hope  that  the  anomaly  in  the  existing  law  will  be  eliminated  during  this 
Congress. 

I  would  like  to  make  one  comment  on  the  difference  between  the  House  and 
Senate  provisions.  Section  3  of  H.R.  12135  stipulated  that  no  displaced  busi¬ 
ness  concern  shall  receive  more  than  $3,000  in  relocation  assistance.  Until  the 
Housing  Act  of  1961,  relocation  assistance  under  the  urban  renewal  program 
was  similarly  limited  to  $3,000.  but  it  was  recognized  that  such  a  limit  was 
unrealistic  and  inadequate  and  it  was  amended  by  the  1961  act  to  permit  reim¬ 
bursement  for  “the  total  certified  actual  moving  expenses”  if  these  exceed 
$3,000.  It  seems  to  me  unnecessary  to  repeat  this  exercise  with  the  new  high¬ 
way  provision.  Clearly  a  business  which  is  displaced  for  a  highway  should 
receive  no  less  compensation  than  one  that  is  demolished  for  an  urban  renewal 
project. 

Accordingly,  I  would  prefer  section  3  of  the  Senate  bill,  S.  3136,  which 
follows  the  urban  renewal  relocation  provision. 


Salem,  Oreg.,  July  17, 1962. 

Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

U.S.  Senator,  Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C.: 

Further  reference  is  made  to  H.R.  12135,  the  proposed  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1962  < my  letter  of  July  6, 1962) . 

If  the  language  contained  on  page  3,  lines  21  through  24,  and  on  page  4.  lines 
1  through  4,  could  be  amended  (Baldwin  amendment)  as  follows:  “The  Secre¬ 
tary,  prior  to  his  approval  of  any  project  under  Act  106  of  this  title  for  right-of- 
way  acquisition  or  actual  construction,  shall  require  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  to  give  satisfactory  assurance  that  relocation  advisory  assistance  shall  be 
provided  for  the  relocation  of  families  displaced  by  acquisition  or  clearance  of 
rights-of-way  for  any  Federal-aid  highway,”  the  bill  will  be  satisfactory  to  this 
department.  Your  assistance  in  securing  this  amendment  is  solicited. 

Forrest  Cooper, 

State  Highway  Engineer. 
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Salem,  Oreg.,  July  27,  1962. 

Hon.  Maurine  Neuberger, 

U.S.  Senator,  Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C.: 

We  are  very  appreciative  of  efforts  of  our  Oregon  delegation  in  obtaining  adop¬ 
tion  of  Baldwin  amendment  to  H.R.  12135,  section  covering  aid  to  persons  dis¬ 
placed  by  highway  improvements.  Understand  Senate  public  hearings  are  set 
for  August  7  and  8.  Would  appreciate  your  continued  interest  in  this  matter 
and  solicit  your  aid  in  retaining  Baldwin  amendment  in  final  draft  of  bill. 

Forrest  Cooper, 

State  Highway  Engineer. 

Helena,  Mont.,  July  17, 1962. 

Senator  Mike  Mansfield, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C.: 

In  interest  of  expediting  construction  program  we  strongly  urge  deletion  of 
section  3  of  H.R.  12135  in  its  entirety.  If  section  3  not  deleted  we  favor  amend¬ 
ment  requiring  relocation  advisory  assistance  only  with  further  provision  that 
other  than  trust  funds  provide  required  financing. 

Fred  Quinnel,  Jr., 

State  Highway  Engineer,  Montana  State  Highway  Department. 


Madison,  Wis.,  July  30, 1962. 

Senator  Alexander  Wiley, 

Senate  Office  Building,  W ashington,  D.C.: 

With  Senate  public  hearings  scheduled  August  7  and  8  on  bill  H.R.  12135  high¬ 
way  commission  favors  section  3(b)  of  bill  as  amended  in  House  rather  than 
original  administration-endorsed  3(b). 

State  Highway  Commission  of  Wisconsin, 
Harvey  Grasse,  Chairman. 


Augusta,  Maine,  July  26, 1962. 

Hon.  Margaret  Chase  Smith, 

U.S.  Senator,  Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C.: 

Reference  H.R.  12135  as  enacted  by  House,  and  specifically  section  3,  reloca¬ 
tion  assistance.  Do  not  believe  payments  provided  under  section  3  are  indicated 
in  State  of  Maine  as  there  has  been  no  problem  in  matter  of  relocation  of  tenants 
and  businesses  in  connection  with  highway  program.  If  relocation  assistance 
is  to  be  retained  in  bill  prefer  section  3  as  enacted  by  House  rather  than  bill  in 
form  as  reported  out  of  House  Public  Works  Committee.  In  other  words,  the 
so-called  Baldwin  amendment  as  included  in  final  enactment  by  House  preferable 
to  original  bill  as  approved  by  House  Public  Works  Committee. 

David  H.  Stevens, 

Chairman,  Maine  State  Highway  Commission, 


State  of  New  Hampshire, 
Department  of  Public  Works  and  Highways, 

Concord,  July  27, 1962. 

Senator  Norris  Cotton, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Norris  :  It  has  just  come  to  my  attention  that  Senate  public  hearings  on 
the  highway  bill,  H.R.  12135,  have  been  set  for  August  7  and  8  and  that  a  strong 
effort  will  be  made  to  restore  the  original  language  contained  within  section  3 
of  this  bill.  Section  3  of  the  bill  pertains  to  relocation  assistance  for  displaced 
persons  in  connection  with  the  acquisition  of  rights-of-way  for  highway  con¬ 
struction  purposes. 

The  bill  as  now  written  appears  to  be  satisfactory.  I  am  informed  that  a 
change  in  this  section  may  be  proposed  that  would  require  the  various  State 
highway  departments  to  certify  that  adequate,  safe,  decent,  sanitary,  conven¬ 
ient  housing  exists  before  highway  construction  projects  can  be  approved. 

The  incorporation  of  language  of  this  nature  would  in  all  probability  require 
all  the  State  highway  departments  to  increase  their  personnel  and  establish  a 
complete  listing  of  all  available  properties  within  the  State  that  are  for  sale  and 
rate  these  properties  as  to  their  being  adequate,  safe,  decent,  sanitary,  and  con¬ 
venient.  Such  action  is  entirely  unnecessary,  would  add  to  the  increased  cost 
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of  the  program,  and  opens  this  phase  of  the  work  to  a  great  controversy.  This 
problem  is  one  than  can  be  better  handled  at  the  local  level. 

While  we  realize  that  people  do  not  like  to  be  displaced  as  a  result  of  highway 
construction,  we  are  able  to  work  cooperatively  with  people  who  are  being  dis¬ 
placed,  give  them  adequate  time  in  which  to  adjust  themselves  and  reasonable 
compensation  for  the  acquisition  of  their  properties. 

It  would  be  my  hope  that  you  would  resist  any  effort  to  change  the  wording 
of  section  3  in  this  bill. 

With  my  kindest  regards, 

Sincerely, 

John  O.  Morton,  Commissioner. 


State  of  Oregon  Highway  Department, 

Salem,  July  2, 1962. 


Hon.  Wayne  Morris, 

U.S.  Senator,  Washington,  D.C. 

Hon.  Maurine  Netjberger, 

U.S.  Senator,  Washington,  D.C. 

Hon.  Walter  Norblad, 

U.S.  Representative,  Washington,  D.C. 
Hon.  Al  Ullhan, 

U.S.  Representative,  Washington,  D.C. 
Hon.  Edith  Green, 

U.S.  Representative,  Washington,  D.C. 
Hon.  Edwin  R.  Durno, 

U.S.  Representative,  Washington,  D.C. 


Ladies  and  Gentlemen:  Reference  is  made  to  H.R.  12135,  2d  session,  87th 
Congress,  which  was  introduced  by  Congressman  Fallon  on  June  14.  This 
proposed  legislation  is  very  satisfactory  to  the  Oregon  State  Highway  Com¬ 
mission  with  the  exception  of  paragraph  (b) ,  section  133. 

We  do  not  question  the  good  intentions  behind  this  proposed  legislation,  but 
as  no  provision  is  made  in  the  law  for  establishing  any  feasible  relocation 
method  and  because  the  Oregon  State  Highway  Commission  could  not  use  State 
highway  funds  for  such  purposes,  we  think  the  procedure  could  cause  a  slow¬ 
down  or  actual  stoppage  of  important  Federal-aid  highway  work. 

It  is  the  experience  of  the  Oregon  State  Highway  Department  that  when 
reasonable  time  can  be  allowed  during  the  acquisition  stage  of  right-of-way  that 
no  problem  exists  in  this  State.  It  is  true  that  occasional  specific  experiences 
of  minor  complaint  can  be  found,  but  all  in  all,  we  do  not  consider  the  matter 
at  all  critical.  Because  no  provision  is  made  for  accomplishing  the  mentioned 
purposes  and  because  we  can  envision  that  confusion  and  delay  are  apt  to 
result,  the  Oregon  State  Highway  Commission  solicits  your  assistance  in  at¬ 
tempting  to  have  this  portion  of  the  bill  deleted. 

Very  truly  yours, 


Forrest  Cooper,  State  Highway  Engineer. 


State  of  Oregon  Highway  Department, 

Salem,  July  6, 1962. 

Hon.  Wayne  Morris, 

U.S.  Senator,  Washington,  D.C. 

Hon.  Maurine  Neuberger, 

U.S.  Senator,  Washington,  D.C. 

Hon.  Walter  Norblad, 

U.S.  Representative,  Washington,  D.C. 

Hon.  Al  Ullman, 

U.S.  Representative,  Washington,  D.C. 

Hon.  Edith  Green, 

U.S.  Representative,  Washington,  D.C. 

Hon.  Edwin  R.  Durno, 

U.S.  Representative,  Washington,  D.C. 

Ladies  and  Gentlemen  :  Senate  bill  3117  and  its  companion  house  bill,  H.R. 
11165,  provide  for  the  coordination  and  development  of  effective  Federal  and 
State  programs  relating  to  outdoor  recreation,  and  provide  financial  assistance 
to  the  States  for  outdoor  recreation  planning  and  for  other  purposes. 


154 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1962 


An  analysis  of  these  bills  indicates  that  the  State  of  Oregon  could  receive 
the  following  amounts  over  a  5-year  period,  if  the  State’s  recreation  planning 
programs  were  large  enough  to  qualify  for  the  maximum  allotments: 


1st  year 

2d  year 

3d  year 

4th  year 

5th  year 

Amount 

Per¬ 

cent 

Amount 

Per¬ 

cent 

Amount 

Per¬ 

cent 

Amount 

Per¬ 

cent 

Amount 

Per¬ 

cent 

Federal . . 

$96, 363 

75 

$96, 363 

50 

$96, 363 

35 

$96. 363 

35 

$96, 363 

35 

State _ _ 

32, 121 

25 

96, 363 

50 

178, 960 

65 

178, 960 

65 

178, 960 

65 

128, 484 

192, 726 

275, 323 

275, 323 

275,323 

Based  on  the  experience  of  the  State  of  Oregon — and  Oregon  has  one  of  the 
outstanding  State  park  systems  in  the  Nation — the  amount  that  could  be 
available  to  carry  out  provisions  of  the  bills  is  far  more  than  is  needed. 

The  State  Parks  Division  of  the  Oregon  State  Highway  Department  has  just 
completed  a  comprehensive  study  and  report  on  the  recreational  needs  of  the 
State.  Knowing  the  scope  of  our  study,  and  its  cost,  we  believe  that  only  a 
portion  of  the  proposed  share  for  the  States,  as  outlined  in  the  bills,  is  needed 
for  recreation  planning  and  that  the  remainder  could  be  used  to  a  much  greater 
advantage  to  provide  assistance  to  the  various  States  for  park  acquisition  and 
development. 

The  tremendous  increase  in  recreational  interest  has  created  a  demand  for 
recreational  facilities  beyond  the  ability  of  the  States  to  provide.  We  believe 
that  Federal  finanical  assistance  should  be  made  available  to  aid  the  States 
in  acquiring  and  developing  areas  for  recreational  use  as  well  as  for  planning. 
Our  needs  in  the  field  of  acquisition  and  development  far  exceed  our  need  for 
funds  for  planning.  We  solicit  your  consideration. 

Very  truly  yours, 


Forrest  Cooper, 
State  Highway  Engineer. 


State  of  Oregon  Highway  Department, 

Salem,  July  6, 1962. 

Hon.  Wayne  Morse, 

Hon.  Maurine  Neuberger, 

Hon.  Walter  Norblad, 

Hon.  Al  Ullman, 

Hon.  Edith  Green, 

Hon.  Edwin  R.  Durno, 

Ladies  and  Gentlemen  :  We  note  that  the  Federal-aid  highway  bill,  H.R. 
12135,  under  consideration  by  the  Congress,  contains  the  usual  $3  million  for 
public  lands  highways.  Because  of  the  extent  of  the  public  domain  in  Oregon 
(approximately  25  percent  of  the  State’s  area),  this  is  a  matter  of  extreme 
importance  and  interest  to  the  Oregon  State  Highway  Commission. 

Each  year,  this  department  makes  application  for  a  portion  of  these  moneys, 
but  the  last  apportionment  received  was  from  the  1960  fiscal  year  authorization. 
This  amounted  to  $95,000.  Subsequent  applications  for  apportionment  have 
been  made  from  the  1961,  the  1962,  and  the  1963  authorizations.  The  Secretary 
of  Commerce,  however,  has  not  given  any  of  these  favorable  consideration. 

There  are  two  routes  in  Oregon  that  traverse  extensive  areas  in  public  domain. 
One  is  the  Lakeview-Burns  Highway  in  Lake  and  Harney  Counties,  and  the  other 
is  the  Crane-Scotts  Butte  Highway  in  Harney  and  Malheur  Counties.  Because  of 
the  extreme  need  for  Federal  aid  funds,  this  department  has  been  unable  to  devise 
any  means  of  financing  improvements  on  these  routes.  The  only  possible  solution 
for  correcting  these  critical  deficiencies  appears  to  be  through  the  use  of  public 
lands  highway  funds. 

There  is  attached  hereto  a  copy  of  our  letter  of  application  to  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  for  an  apportionment  from  the  proposed  1964  fiscal  year  authori¬ 
zation.  Our  application  indicates  the  amounts  that  are  necessary  and  the  areas 
involved,  and  points  out  the  critical  need  for  improvement.  It  is  hoped  that  by 
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your  bringing  this  matter  to  the  attention  of  the  Department  of  Commerce  in 
Washington  something  can  be  done  to  assist  Oregon  in  overcoming  these  high¬ 
way  deficiencies.  Any  assistance  that  you  can  render  will  be  sincerely  appre¬ 
ciated. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Forrest  Cooper, 

State  Highway  Engineer. 


State  of  Oregon  Highway  Department, 

Salem,  July  5, 1962. 

Mr.  A.  W.  Parsons, 

Division  Engineer, 

Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  Salem,  Oreg. 

Dear  Sir  :  Application  is  hereby  made  for  an  allotment  of  Federal  lands  high¬ 
way  funds  to  be  used  in  the  improvement  of  two  segments  of  the  90-mile  section 
of  U.S.  395,  which  lies  between  Riley  (26  miles  west  of  Burns)  and  Valley  Falls 
(22  miles  north  of  Lakeview)  and  a  section  of  the  Crane-Scotts  Butte  Highway, 
the  same  being  on  FAS  Route  455. 

You  will  perhaps  recall  that  in  1960  and  1961,  we  made  application  for  ffunds 
for  the  betterment  of  sections  on  these  highways  which  did  not  receive  favorable 
consideration.  The  need  for  improvement  of  these  sections  is  becoming  more 
and  more  critical.  Following  is  outlined  the  basic  information  bearing  on  the 
application : 

LAlvEVIEW-BURNS  HIGHWAY  ROUTE  395 

1.  The  existing  facility  is  substandard  as  regards  vertical  alignement,  roadbed 
width,  and  surface  stability. 

(a)  Vertical  alinement  is  rolling  to  extent  that  sight  distance  is  impaired. 

( b )  Roadbed  width  is  generally  less  than  24  feet. 

(c)  Surfacing  consists  of  2  to  4  inches  of  pit-run  gravel  with  an  oil  treatment 
%-inch  to  %-inch  thickness. 

(d)  Shoulders  are  generally  less  than  2  feet  in  width. 

(e)  1960  average  daily  traffic  was  200-plus  with  trucks  comprising  10  to  20 
percent  depending  on  season  of  year. 

(/)  Maintenance  costs  are  high,  being  an  average  of  $688  per  mile  for  the 
years  1959  through  1961. 

(g)  Reduced  load  limits  are  necessarily  imposed  in  early  spring  so  that  the 
road  will  not  become  impassable. 

2.  Tentative  standards  proposed  for  reconstruction  of  the  sections  are  as 
follows : 

Roadbed  width  :  32  feet. 

Pavement  width  :  22  feet. 

Shoulder  width  :  4  feet. 

Base  and  pavement  depth  :  12  inches  (pavement  2%-incli  AC). 

3.  The  sections  of  the  Lakeview-Burns  Highway  which  should  have  priority 
in  improvement  are  two  in  number,  viz:  (a)  .Junction  with  Central  Oregon 
Highway  near  Riley  to  a  point  5.69  miles  south  thereof,  and  (b)  a  12.5-mile 
section  in  the  vicinity  of  Wagontire  between  mile  points  26.5  and  39. 

4.  Eligibility  of  the  of  the  section  for  use  of  Federal  lands  highway  funds 
is  established  by  the  following  factual  information : 

(a)  The  section  is  on  a  main  route,  said  main  route  being  U.S.  395  extend¬ 
ing  from  the  Canadian  border  north  of  Spokane  south  to  San  Diego  a  few 
miles  north  of  the  Mexican  border.  It  is  also  on  the  shortest  route  leading 
from  a  number  of  the  larger  places  in  southwestern  Oregon  and  northern 
California  to  points  in  eastern  Oregon,  southern  Idaho,  Wyoming,  and  Montana. 

(b)  The  section  from  Riley  to  Valley  Falls  is  in  need  of  improvement 
throughout  with  the  sections  set  out  in  paragraph  3  in  urgent  need  due  to 
constantly  recurring  surface  failures. 

(c)  No  State,  local,  or  Federal  funds,  other  than  Federal  lands  highway 
funds  are  available  or  expected  to  be  available  soon  in  amount  sufficient  to 
finance  more  than  the  portions  of  the  section  which  are  outside  the  limits  of 
Federal  lands  due  to  the  need  and  greater  demand  for  such  funds  on  highways 
in  more  populous  areas. 
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(d)  According  to  adopted  standards  for  secondary  highways,  the  present 
traffic  justifies  improvement  to  the  standards  proposed. 

( e )  The  service  rendered  is  almost  entirely  service  to  through  traffic,  as 
the  area  through  which  the  section  passes  is  very  sparsely  settled  and,  there¬ 
fore,  generates  no  considerable  part  of  the  total  traffic. 

(/)  The  section  is  used  considerably  in  the  transportation  of  livestock,  this 
movement  occurring  principally  in  the  fall  and  spring  months  when  cattle  are 
being  moved  between  the  summer  range  areas  and  the  winter  feedlots.  Other 
commodities  transported  over  the  section  are  lumber,  livestock  feed,  machinery, 
and  miscellaneous  supplies. 

(ff)  Present  average  daily  traffic  on  the  highway  is  200  to  210.  Improvement 
of  the  section  would  result  in  increased  use  with  a  probable  average  daily  traffic 
of  400  by  1975. 

CKANE-SCOTTS  BUTTE  FAS  445 

1.  The  existing  facility  is  substandard  as  regards  roadbed  width  and  surface 
stability.  The  horizontal  alinement  is  good  but  the  vertical  alinement  is  below 
standard.  There  are  34  vertical  curves  in  the  southerly  5  miles,  2  of  which  have 
sight  distances  of  400  and  500  feet  respectively.  Vehicle  speeds  are  high  on  this 
section,  creating  an  extremely  hazardous  condition. 

(a)  Roadbed  width  approximately  23  feet,  constructed  as  Federal  land  high¬ 
way  8(1). 

(b)  Surfacing  too  light  showing  constant  distress  CM)  type  oil  mat  three- 
fourths-inch  thickness  20  feet  in  width. 

(c)  Shoulders  approximately  1.5  feet  in  width. 

( d)  Nineteen  hundred  and  sixty-two  average  daily  traffic  (traffic  count  June 
1932)  100  at  southerly  end  and  reaching  200  average  daily  traffic  at  northerly 
terminus. 

(e)  Maintenance  costs  are  high  being  an  average  of  $1,148  per  mile  for  years 
1959  through  1961. 

(/)  Reduced  load  limits  were  imposed  4  years  out  of  the  past  7.  The  average 
length  of  time  it  was  necessary  to  restrict  load  limits  were  60  days  for  each 
closure. 

2.  Tentative  standards  proposed  for  reconstruction  of  the  section  are  as 
follows : 

Roadbed  width  :  28  feet. 

Pavement  width :  20  feet. 

Shoulder  width :  4  feet  (paved) . 

Pavement  depth  :  2  inches  AC  halfsole. 

3.  Section  proposed  for  reconstruction  is  from  Burns  Junction  (Junction  with 
I.O.N.  FAS  Route  513)  northerly  5.05  miles.  Improvement  of  vertical  alinement 
in  the  more  deficient  places  is  contemplated. 

4.  (a)  This  highway  has  the  characteristics  of  a  through  route.  Traffic  count 
data  recently  taken  indicates  that  50  percent  of  light  vehicles  utilizing  the  route 
are  from  out  of  State. 

( b )  This  highway  is  in  urgent  need  of  improvement  from  Follyf arm  to  Burns 
Junction  on  the  I.O.N. 

(c)  It  provides  a  vital  link  and  shortcut  for  all  of  Oregon,  except  the  extreme 
southwestern  portion,  to  the  Salt  Lake  area  and  a  convenient  means  to  reach 
80N  at  Winnemucca.  In  addition  to  its  through  traffic  characteristics,  it  pro¬ 
vides  a  direct  access  for  the  livestock  ranchers  of  southeastern  Oregon  to  the 
Portland  market.  It  also  provides  the  most  practical  route  for  the  ranchers  in 
the  southeasterly  area  to  reach  Burns  which  is  a  community  offering  shopping, 
medical,  and  other  facilities. 

(d)  No  State,  local,  or  Federal  funds,  other  than  Federal  lands  highway  funds, 
are  available  or  expected  to  be  available  soon  in  amount  sufficient  to  finance 
more  than  the  portions  of  the  section  which  are  outside  the  limits  of  Federal 
lands  due  to  the  need  and  greater  demand  for  such  funds  on  highways  in  more 
populous  areas. 

(e)  According  to  adopted  standards  for  secondary  highways,  the  present 
traffic  justifies  improvement  to  the  standards  proposed. 
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With  the  foregoing  in  view,  we  wish  to  apply  for  Federal  lands  highway  funds 
to  be  supplemented  with  the  necessary  State  funds  to  give  the  projects  con¬ 
tinuity  on  the  following  basis  of  priority  : 


Highway 

Length 

Funds 

Unit 

or 

Route 

Milepost 

to 

milepost 

Total 

Federal 

lands, 

highway 

State 

Federal 

lands, 

highway 

State 

Total 

Riley  South _ 

Burns  Junction 

U.S. 395 

0-5. 69 

5.7 

3.66 

2.03 

$201, 300 

$111,650 

$312, 950 

North _ 

Vicinity  of 

FAS  455 

86.6- 

91.65 

5. 05 

4. 76 

.29 

106, 000 

106, 000 

Wagontire _ 

U.S. 395 

26.5-39.0 

12.5 

8.  88 

3. 62 

461, 760 

188, 240 

650,000 

Oregon,  although  one  of  the  larger  public  lands  States,  has  received  no  allot¬ 
ment  for  fiscal  years  1961,  1962,  and  1963.  It  is  our  belief  that  the  above-listed 
projects  meet  all  established  criteria  for  financing  from  Federal  lands  highway 
funds  and  request  that  a  substantial  allotment  be  made  to  Oregon  from  the  next 
funds  available. 

Attached  are  sketch  maps  showing  the  sections  proposed  for  improvement. 

V  ery  truly  yours, 

Forrest  Cooper,  State  Highway  Engineer. 


U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Appropriations, 

July  17, 1962. 

Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Dennis  :  Enclosed  is  a  letter  sent  to  me  by  Mr.  J.  R.  Van  Horn,  Arizona 
highway  engineer,  about  the  need  for  improvements  in  U.S.  Highway  93,  where 
it  passes  through  public  lands  in  Mohave  County,  Ariz. 

During  fiscal  year  1962,  Arizona  was  allocated  a  relatively  small  sum  of 
$87,474  for  use  on  public  lands  highway  projects.  In  fiscal  year  1963,  my  State 
did  not  receive  any  funds  under  this  program.  Taking  into  consideration  the 
fact  that  Arizona  has  such  a  large  percentage  of  federally  owned  lands,  one  can 
see  that  the  State  highway  department  needs  any  assistance  it  can  get  to  pro¬ 
vide  adequate  roadways  throughout  the  entire  State. 

Mr.  Van  Horn  expresses  an  immediate  need  for  reconstructing  U.S.  Highway 
93,  which  crosses  public  lands  from  Hoover  Dam  in  a  southeast  direction  for  18.3 
miles.  The  approximate  cost  of  this  project  is  $1  million.  As  you  know,  all 
persons  coming  from  Arizona,  New  Mexico,  and  Texas  use  this  highway  as  a  di¬ 
rect  route  to  Lake  Meade  and  Las  Vegas.  During  the  peak  tourist  season,  the 
highway  carries  a  large  number  of  vehicles — considerably  more  than  for  what 
it  was  designed. 

In  a  secondary  priority,  Mr.  Van  Horn  states  that  about  $600,000  is  needed 
for  improvements  on  U.S.  Highway  64,  from  Cameron,  Ariz.,  to  the  Grand  Canyon 
National  Park  boundary. 

When  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1962  comes  before  your  committee,  I  hope 
that  you  will  be  able  to  give  all  possible  consideration  to  Arizona’s  needs  for 
public  land  highway  funds  and  that  sufficient  funds  are  authorized  so  Arizona 
can  receive  an  adequate  allocation  during  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965.  I  shall 
appreciate  your  making  Mr.  Van  Horn’s  letter  a  part  of  the  record  on  the  bill. 

With  kindest  personal  regards,  I  am, 

Yours  very  sincerely, 


Carl  Hayden. 
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Arizona  Highway  Department, 

Phoenix,  Ariz.,  June  26, 1962. 


Hon.  Carl  Hayden, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Hayden  :  In  this  year’s  apportionment  of  Federal  lands  moneys 
Arizona  failed  to  participate  in  any  of  the  funds  made  available.  In  years 
past  it  has  been  through  your  good  efforts  that  Arizona  has  received  a  share  of 
the  Federal  lands  appropriation,  which  is  so  terrifically  important  to  us  in  order 
to  accomplish  the  desired  work  where  our  highways  traverse  public  lands.  It 
is  for  this  reason  that  we  must  again  impose  on  you  to  lend  us  your  assistance 
and  the  benefits  of  your  advice  in  obtaining  a  share  of  next  year’s  Federal  lands 
appropriation  when  it  is  made  available. 

The  fact  that  we  did  not  receive  any  of  the  Federal  lands  moneys  this  year 
leaves  us  still  faced  with  a  project  of  the  highest  priority  on  Highway  93  south 
from  Boulder  Dam  to  the  recreation  area  line.  This  section  has  a  peak  seasonal 
traffic  average  of  3,000  cars  per  day,  but  has  a  current  sufficiency  rating  less 
than  57,  which  would  immediately  indicate  a  hazardous  situation.  The  greatly 
increased  recreational  and  retirement  areas  in  Mohave  County  generate  a  great 
deal  more  traffic  and  only  tend  to  increase  an  already  bad  condition.  This  pro¬ 
posed  improvement  on  Highway  93  will  require  $1  million  for  urgent  construc¬ 
tion. 

We  would  also  like  to  reiterate  our  request  of  last  year  for  $600,000  with 
which  to  make  improvements  on  Highway  64  from  Cameron  westerly  to  the 
Grand  Canyon  National  Park  boundary.  Here  again  we  have  a  peak  traffic 
average  of  some  2,300  cars  per  day  with  a  sufficiency  rating  of  only  57.  You  will 
understand,  I  know,  that  in  such  a  scenic  area  a  road  free  from  sharp  curvatures 
and  short  sight  distances  is  a  must,  as  the  average  tourist  has  so  many  things 
to  attract  his  attention  that  only  the  safest  highway  possible  can  suffice. 

Our  first  priority  will,  of  course,  remain  on  Highway  93  with  the  work  on 
Highway  64  to  follow  as  soon  as  possible.  As  mentioned  in  previous  corre¬ 
spondence  to  you,  we  will  still  have  work  to  do  on  Highway  89  where  we  cross 
public  lands,  but  we  feel  that  this  particular  section  will  hold  up  in  good  con¬ 
dition  for  another  year  or  two. 

As  you  can  see,  our  Federal  lands  picture  only  grows  worse.  We  have  planned 
expenditures  for  all  our  regular  Federal-aid  funds  in  other  areas  requiring 
immediate  attention,  and  it  is  only  with  Federal  lands  moneys  that  we  will  be 
able  to  accomplish  the  necessary  construction  program. 

You  know,  as  always,  we  will  appreciate  your  efforts  in  our  behalf,  and  any 
information  that  you  may  have  from  time  to  time  concerning  Federal  lands 
moneys  will  be  appreciated  so  that  I  might  pass  the  word  on  to  the  highway 
commissioners. 

With  kindest  personal  regards,  I  am, 

Very  truly  yours, 


J.  R.  Van  Horn, 
State  Highway  Engineer. 


Senator  McNamara.  I  would  also  like  to  include  in  the  record  sev¬ 
eral  resolutions  from  cities  and  counties  favoring  adoption  of  section  6 
of  H.R.  12135  relating  to  use  of  secondary  funds  in  urban  areas. 

The  committee  has  received  numerous  resolutions  such  as  these,  but 
will  only  include  a  few  in  the  record. 

(The  information  referred  to  follows :) 


Resolution  1249 


A  Resolution  of  the  City  Council  of  the  City  of  Lakewood  Requesting  More 
Extensive  Use  of  Federal-Aid  Secondary  Funds  for  Construction  of  Fed¬ 
eral-Aid  Secondary  Highways  in  Urban  Areas 

Whereas  the  President  of  the  United  States  has  recommended  to  Congress 
that  the  Federal-aid  highway  law  be  amended  to  permit  more  extensive  use 
of  Federal-aid  secondary  funds  for  construction  of  Federal-aid  secondary  high¬ 
ways  in  urban  areas ;  and 

Whereas  section  6  of  H.R.  11199  entitled  “Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962” 
will  implement  this  recommendation  by  making  available  increased  financing 
for  the  construction  of  Federal-aid  secondary  highways  in  urban  areas ;  and 
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Whereas  the  city  of  Lakewood  is  one  of  the  73  cities  making  up  tie  vast  urban 
area  of  Los  Angeles  County,  which  said  county  has  a  total  population  in  excess 
of  6,330,000  and  has  over  3  million  vehicles  within  its  4,000  square  miles ;  and 

Whereas  this  expanding  population  and  vehicle  registration  has  created  high¬ 
way  deficiencies  resulting  in  excessive  social  and  economic  loss  through  increased 
traffic  congestion,  delay,  accidents,  and  fatalities ;  and 

Whereas  in  order  to  eliminate  the  existing  and  contemplated  critical  defi¬ 
ciencies  of  the  highway  system  in  Los  Angeles  County  and  to  provide  road 
facilities  to  accommodate  the  future  development  of  this  area,  it  is  essential 
that  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962  be  adopted:  Now,  therefore: 

The  City  Council  of  the  City  of  Lakewood  resolves  as  follows: 

Section  1.  That  the  portions  of  H.R.  11199  relating  to  the  extension  of  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  secondary  highway  systems  in  urban  areas  be  approved  and  the  same 
is  hereby  approved  by  the  city  council  on  behalf  of  the  city  of  Lakewood.  The 
city  council  requests  and  urges  each  Member  of  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States  to  support  this  important  legislation  which  will  remove  the  present 
limitation  on  Federal-aid  secondary  financing  for  urban  areas. 

Sec.  2.  The  city  clerk  is  directed  to  forward  certified  copies  of  this  resolution 
to  the  Senate  and  House  Committees  on  Public  Works,  to  U.S.  Senators  Kuchel 
and  Engle,  and  to  Representative  Craig  Hosmer.  In  addition,  the  city  clerk  is 
directed  to  forward  a  certified  copy  of  this  resolution  to  the  League  of  California 
Cities  and  to  the  clerk  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  county  of  Los  Angeles. 

Adopted  and  approved  this  26th  day  of  June  1962. 

Robert  W.  Baker,  Mayor. 

Attest : 

Jo  Bennitt,  City  Clerk. 


Resolution  4680 

A  Resolution  of  the  City  Council  of  the  City  of  Huntington  Park 
Affirming  its  Approval  and  Support  of  Portions  of  II.R.  11199  Relating 
to  Extension  of  Federal-Aid  Secondary  System  Urban  Areas 

Whereas  John  F.  Kennedy,  President  of  the  United  States,  in  his  message  on 
transportation  included  in  his  recommendations  :  “That  the  Federal-aid  highway 
law  be  amended  to  permit  more  extensive  use  of  Federal-aid  secondary  funds  for 
extension  of  the  secondary  system  in  urban  areas;  and 

Whereas  section  6  of  H.R.  1199  titled  “Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962,” 
which  will  implement  this  recommendation  of  the  President,  was  referred  to  the 
House  of  Representatives’  Committee  on  Public  Works  for  their  consideration ; 
and 

Whereas  Los  Angeles  County  is  now  a  vast  urban  area  containing  73  cities 
with  a  total  population  in  excess  of  6,300,000  concentrating  over  3  million  vehicles 
within  its  4,000  square  miles,  whose  population  and  vehicle  registration  exceed 
that  of  any  1  of  42  individual  States ;  and 

Whereas  this  expanding  population  and  vehicle  registration  generate  highway 
deficiencies  resulting  in  excessive  social  and  economic  loss  through  increased 
traffic  fatalities,  accidents,  congestion,  and  delay ;  and 
Whereas  in  order  to  eliminate  the  existing  and  contemplated  critical  de¬ 
ficiencies  of  our  highway  systems,  and  to  provide  road  facilities  to  accommodate 
the  future  development  of  this  area,  it  is  essential  that  increased  financing  be 
made  available  for  the  construction  of  Federal-aid  secondary  highways  in  the 
urban  areas  of  Los  Angeles  County  as  provided  by  section  6  of  H.R.  11199: 
Now,  therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  city  council  of  the  city  of  Hungtington  Park  does  hereby 
affirm  its  approval  and  support  of  the  portions  of  H.R.  11199  which  relate  to 
the  extension  of  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system  in  the  urban  areas  and  urges 
the  city  councils  of  this  area,  the  County  Supervisors  Association  of  California, 
the  League  of  California  Cities,  the  California  State  Highway  Commission,  and 
each  Member  of  Congress  of  the  United  States  to  support  this  important  legisla¬ 
tion  which  will  remove  the  present  limitation  on  Federal-aid  secondary  financing 
for  urban  areas ;  and 

That  certified  copies  of  this  resolution  be  sent  to  the  Senate  and  House 
Committees  on  Public  Works,  to  the  U.S.  Senators  of  the  State  of  California, 
and  to  the  Representatives  in  Congress  from  the  county  of  Los  Angeles,  and 
to  each  of  the  aforementioned  jurisdictions,  agencies,  and  individuals. 

A.  R.  Kellogg, 

Mayor  of  the  City  of  Huntington  Park. 
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Attest : 

State  of  California, 

County  of  Los  Angeles,  ss: 

I,  Agnes  R.  Platt,  city  clerk  of  the  city  of  Huntington  Park,  do  hereby  certify 
that  the  foregoing  resolution,  being  Resolution  No.  4680,  was  passed  and  adopted 
by  the  city  council  of  the  city  of  Huntington  Park,  signed  by  the  mayor  of 
said  city  and  attested  by  the  city  clerk,  all  at  a  regular  meeting  thereof  held 
on  the  istli  day  of  June  19G2,  and  that  the  same  was  passed  and  adopted  by 
the  following  vote,  to  wit : 

Ayes :  Councilmen — Horton,  Walsh,  Bill,  Jackson,  Kellogg. 

Noes  :  Councilmen — None. 

Absent :  Councilmen — None. 

[seal]  Agnes  R.  Platt,  City  Clerk. 

State  of  California, 

County  of  Los  Angeles,  ss: 

I,  Agnes  R.  Platt,  city  clerk  of  the  city  of  Huntington  Park,  do  hereby  certify 
that  the  foregoing  is  a  full,  true,  and  correct  copy  of  Resolution  No.  4680,  which 
was  passed  and  adopted  by  the  city  council  of  said  city  at  a  regular  meeting 
thereof,  held  on  the  18th  day  of  June  1962,  and  which  is  on  file  in  my  office. 

In  witness  whereof,  I  have  hereunto  set  my  hand  and  affixed  my  official  seal 
this  21st  day  of  June  1962. 

Agnes  R.  Platt,  City  Clerk. 


Resolution  62-78 

Resolution  in  the  City  Council  of  the  City  of  San  Leandro — Supporting 
Legislation-Extension  of  Federal-Aid  Secondary  System 

Whereas  in  order  to  eliminate  the  existing  and  contemplated  critical  deficien¬ 
cies  of  our  highway  systems,  and  to  provide  road  facilities  to  accommodate  the 
future  development  of  this  area,  it  is  essential  that  increased  financing  be  made 
available  for  the  construction  of  Federal-aid  secondary  highways  in  the  city  of 
San  Leandro  and  in  other  urban  areas  of  the  county  of  Alameda  as  provided  by 
section  6  of  H.R.  11199 :  Now,  therefore 

The  City  Council  of  the  City  of  San  Leandro  does  resolve  as  follows: 

That  said  city  council  does  hereby  approve  and  support  the  portions  of  H.R. 
11199  which  relate  to  the  extension  of  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system  in  the 
urban  areas  and  urges  the  city  councils  of  this  area,  the  County  Supervisors 
Association  of  California,  the  League  of  California  Cities,  the  California  State 
Highway  Commission,  and  each  Member  of  Congress  of  the  United  States,  to 
support  this  important  legislation  which  will  remove  the  present  limitation  on 
Federal-aid  secondary  financing  for  urban  areas ;  and  be  it  further 

Resolved,  That  certified  copies  of  this  resolution  be  sent  to  the  Senate  and 
House  Committees  on  Public  Works,  to  the  U.S.  Senators  of  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  and  to  the  Representatives  in  Congress  from  the  county  of  Alameda. 

Introduced  by  Councilman  Cheatham  and  passed  and  adopted  this  18th  day 
of  June  1962,  by  the  following  called  vote : 

Ayes :  Councilmen :  Cheatham,  Gill,  Kant,  Suerstedt,  Swift,  Taylor,  and 
Mayor  Maltester  (7). 

Noes:  Councilmen — None. 

Absent:  Councilmen— None. 

Jack  D.  Maltester, 

Mayor  of  the  City  of  San  Leandro. 

Richard  H.  West, 

City  Clerk. 

I  hereby  certify  that  the  above  is  a  true  and  correct  copy  of  Resolution  No. 
62-78. 


Emily  M.  Simpson,  Deputy  City  Clerk. 
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Board  of  Supervisors, 

County  of  San  Diego, 

San  Diego,  Calif. 

Resolution  4  Re  Extension  of  Federal-Aid  Second.ary  System  in  Urban 

Areas 

On  motion  of  Supervisor  Bird,  seconded  by  Supervisor  Cozens,  the  following 
resolution  is  adopted: 

Whereas  existing  Federal  law  and  regulations  providing  for  the  use  of  Federal- 
aid  secondary  funds  impede  the  development  of  essential  secondary  system 
highways  where  those  highways  extend  into  or  cross  urban  areas ;  and 

Whereas  John  F.  Kennedy,  President  of  the  United  States,  has  recommended 
liberalization  of  these  laws  and  regulations  to  permit  the  accomplishment  of 
their  desired  objectives ;  and 

Whereas  section  6  of  H.R.  11199  titled  “Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962” 
will  carry  out  this  recommendation  of  the  President  and  is  now  being  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  House  of  Representatives  Committee  on  Public  Works :  Now 
therefore,  it  is 

Resolved  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  County  of  San  Diego,  That  this 
board  does  hereby  approve  and  support  the  provisions  of  H.R.  11199  relating  to 
the  extension  of  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system  in  urban  areas  and  respect¬ 
fully  urges  each  Member  of  the  Congress  of  the  United  States  to  support  this 
important  legislation  ;  it  is  further 

Ordered,  That  certified  copies  of  this  resolution  be  sent  to  the  Senate  and 
House  Committee  on  Public  Works,  to  the  Honorable  Clair  Engle  and  the  Hon¬ 
orable  Thomas  H.  Kuchel,  U.S.  Senators  of  the  State  of  California,  and  to  the 
Honorable  James  B.  Utt  and  the  Honorable  Bob  Wilson,  Representatives  in 
Congress  from  the  county  of  San  Diego. 

Passed  and  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  of  the  County  of  San  Diego, 
State  of  California,  this  11th  day  of  June  1962,  by  the  following  vote : 

Ayes :  Supervisors  Gibson,  Bird,  Austin,  and  Cozens. 

Noes :  Supervisors,  none. 

Absent :  Supervisor  Dent. 

State  of  California, 

County  of  San  Diego,  ss: 

I,  R.  B.  James,  county  clerk  of  the  county  of  San  Diego,  State  of  California, 
and  ex  officio  clerk  of  the  board  of  supervisors  of  said  county,  hereby  certify 
that  I  have  compared  the  foregoing  copy  with  the  original  resolution  passed  and 
adopted  by  said  board,  at  a  regular  meeting  thereof,  at  the  time  and  by  the  vote 
therein  stated,  which  original  resolution  is  now  on  file  in  my  office;  that  the 
same  contains  a  full,  true,  and  correct  transcript  therefrom  and  of  the  whole 
thereof. 

Witness  my  hand  and  the  seal  of  said  board  of  supervisors,  this  11th  day  of 
June  1962. 

R.  B.  James, 

County  Clerk  and  ex  Officio  Clerk  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

[seal]  By  Lucille  Fenell, 

Deputy. 


Resolution  62-43-321 

A  Resolution  of  the  City  Council  of  the  City  of  Irwindale  Affirming  Its 
Approval  and  Support  of  Portions  of  H.R.  11199  Relating  to  Extension  of 
Federal-Aid  Secondary  System  Urban  Areas 

The  City  Council  of  the  City  of  Irwindale  does  hereby  resolve  as  follows : 
Whereas  H.R.  11199,  section  6,  would  remove  some  of  the  present  limitations 
on  Federal-aid  secondary  funds  to  permit  increased  use  of  such  funds  in  urban 
areas ;  and 
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Whereas  this  legislation  would  make  additional  moneys  available,  for  streets 
and  roads  in  cities  and  would  be  especially  helpful  in  Los  Angeles  County  which 
has  more  population  and  more  vehicle  registrations  than  there  are  in  42  States ; 
and 

Whereas  in  order  to  eliminate  the  existing  and  contemplated  critical  defi¬ 
ciencies  of  our  highway  systems,  and  to  provide  road  facilities  to  accommodate 
the  future  development  of  this  area,  it  is  essential  that  increased  financing  be 
made  available  for  the  construction  of  Federal-aid  secondard  highways  in  the 
urban  areas  of  Los  Angeles  County  as  provided  by  section  6  of  H.R.  11199 :  Now, 
therefore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  City  Council  of  the  City  of  Irwindale  does  hereby  affirm 
its  approval  and  support  of  the  portions  of  H.R.  11199  which  relate  to  the  ex¬ 
tension  of  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system  in  the  urban  areas  and  urges  the  city 
councils  of  this  area,  the  County  Supervisors  Association  of  California,  the 
League  of  California  Cities,  the  California  State  Highway  Commission,  and  each 
Member  of  Congress  of  the  United  States,  to  support  this  important  legislation 
which  will  remove  the  present  limitation  on  Federal-aid  secondary  financing  for 
urban  areas :  and 

That  certified  copies  of  this  resolution  be  sent  to  the  Senate  and  House  Com¬ 
mittees  on  Public  Works,  to  the  U.S.  Senators  of  the  State  of  California,  and  to 
the  Representatives  in  Congress  from  the  county  of  Los  Angeles,  and  to  each  of 
the  aforementioned  jurisdictions,  agencies,  and  individuals. 

That  the  city  clerk  shall  certify  to  the  adoption  of  this  resolution. 

Adopted  and  approved  this  16th  day  of  July  1962. 

Richard  H.  Diaz. 

Mayor  of  the  City  of  Irwindale,  Calif. 

I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  resolution  was  duly  adopted  by  the  City 
Council  of  the  City  of  Irwindale  at  a  regular  meeting  held  on  the  16th  day  of 
July  1962,  by  the  following  vote,  to  wit: 

Ayes :  Councilmen  Breceda,  Miranda.  Martinez,  Sulzer,  and  Diaz. 

Noes :  None. 

Ayes :  None. 

Lee  B.  Young, 

City  Cleric  of  the  City  of  Irwindale,  Calif. 

Senator  McNamara.  The  next  witness  is  the-  Honorable  John  Car¬ 
ver,  Assistant  Secretary  of  Interior  for  Public  Land  Management. 

Mr.  Carver,  we  are  glad  to  have  you  here.  You  may  proceed  in 
your  own  manner. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  JOHN  CARVER,  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY, 

PUBLIC  LAND  MANAGEMENT,  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR, 

ACCOMPANIED  BY  DUDLEY  BAYLISS,  NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE 

Mr.  Carver.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Depending  on  the  wishes 
of  the  committe,  I  believe  we  can  be  very  brief.  We  have  submitted 
a  report  on  the  program  aspects  of  our  part  of  the  bill  before  you 
to  the  House  of  Representatives  which  is  before  this  committee,  and 
we  have  also  prepared  and  submitted  individual  reports  from  each  of 
the  bureaus  of  the  Interior  Department  which  are  involved,  the 
National  Park  Service,  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  and  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management. 

We  are  satisfied  with  the  bill  which  is  before  the  committee  and 
with  the  authorizations.  We  have  representatives  from  each  of  the 
program  areas  here  to  answer  any  questions,  and  I  am  available  to 
answer  any  questions,  but  would  have  nothing  to  add  to  the  written 
material  which  we  have  submitted  unless  the  committee  should  care 
for  it. 

As  to  Senator  Stennis’  question,  I  have  Mr.  Bayliss  from  the  Na¬ 
tional  Park  Service,  an  expert  in  this  matter,  to  assist  me  in  answering 
those  questions  if  you  like  them  in  the  record  at  this  time. 
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Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you  very  much.  The  statements  you 
have  submitted  containing  this  very  detailed  information  statistics 
will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  material  referred  to  follows :) 

General  Statement  of  the  National  Park  Service  Relating  to  the  Needs 

for  Roads  and  Trails  and  Parkways  Construction  in  the  National  Parks, 

Monuments,  and  Other  Areas  Administered  by  the  National  Park  Service 

As  of  January  1,  1962,  the  National  Park  Service  administered  192  individual 
national  parks,  mounments,  recreation  areas,  and  areas  in  other  classifications. 
These  areas  included  nearly  26  million  acres  of  federally  owned  lands,  and 
during  the  travel  year  ending  December  31, 1961,  visitors  totaled  79,039,800.  This 
does  not  include  the  estimated  7,623,000  visitors  to  the  memorials  and  other 
areas  administered  by  National  Capital  Parks  here  in  the  District  of  Columbia 
and  nearby  areas.  These  parks,  monuments,  and  other  areas,  including  park¬ 
ways,  contain  about  7,750  miles  of  roads,  and  about  8,750  miles  of  trails.  It  is 
the  policy  of  the  National  Park  Service  to  construct  roads  to  what  is  considered 
to  be  a  representative  or  fair  assortment  of  interesting  or  distinguishing  fea¬ 
tures,  usually  representing  the  prime  features  for  which  the  areas  were  set 
aside.  These  roads  are  supplemented  by  trail  systems  to  meet  the  demands 
of  those  visitors  who  wish  to  get  away  from  the  more  densely  populated  areas 
and  see  some  of  the  wilderness  or  other  scenic,  scientific,  or  historic  features 
of  interest.  It  is  not  the  intent  of  the  Service  to  construct  extensive  additional 
road  mileages.  In  addition  to  roads  and  trails  for  visitor  use,  the  Service 
constructs  utility  roads,  and  truck  trails  required  for  forest  protection,  ranger 
patrol,  and  so  forth. 

On  the  average,  about  80  to  85  percent  of  our  road  construction  has  been  for 
reconstructing  or  replacing  existing  roads,  many  of  which  were  constructed  on 
routes  established  50  or  more  years  ago,  for  traffic  which  was  predominantly 
by  horse-drawn  vehicles. 

Gratifying  progress  has  been  made  on  roads  and  trails  construction  since  the 
inception  of  the  Mission  66  program,  starting  with  the  1957  fiscal  year.  For  the 
7-year  period  1957-63,  more  than  $119  million  has  been  authorized  for  roads 
construction,  and  about  $75  million  will  be  needed  to  carry  out  the  roads  and 
trails  construction  contemplated  for  the  remaining  3  years  of  the  Mission  66  pro¬ 
gram.  Another  $181  million  is  estimated  to  be  needed  to  complete  construction 
after  1966. 

It  is  recommended  that  the  present  roads  and  trails  authorization  of  $18 
million  be  increased  to  $22  million  for  the  1961  fiscal  year  and  to  $25  million 
for  the  1965  fiscal  year.  This  increase  will  be  necessary  if  we  are  to  keep  up 
with  the  growing  demands  for  reconstructing  existing  roads ;  to  provide  roads 
in  areas  which  have  been  added  to  the  national  parks  system  in  recent  years,  and 
for  those  areas  which  are  proposed  for  addition  within  the  immediate  future 
years. 

One  of  the  problems  that  has  faced  the  service,  during  the  past  2  years,  and 
which  will  be  largely  corrected  by  increased  authorizations,  has  been  the  lack 
of  roads  and  trails  funds  to  keep  in  balance  with  the  funds  appropriated  for 
buildings,  utilities,  and  miscellaneous  construction.  For  example,  the  Congress 
has  been  very  sympathetic,  and  has  given  us  considerable  financial  assistance  in 
meeting  the  public  demand  for  campground  facilities.  However,  we  have  had 
difficulty  in  meeting  all  high-priority  roads  and  trails  projects,  and  at  the  same 
time  providing  sufficient  funds  for  access  and  circulatory  roads  in  campgrounds. 

PARKWAYS 

Authorizations  of  $16  million  are  being  recommended  for  each  of  the  1964  and 
1965  fiscal  years,  for  parkways  construction.  It  is  estimated  that  $129,777,000 
wil  be  required,  beginning  with  the  1964  fiscal  year,  to  complete  six  of  nine 
authorized  parkways.  These  parkways  are  the  Blue  Ridge  in  North  Carolina 
and  Virginia,  the  Colonial  in  Virginia,  the  George  Washington  Memorial  in  Mary¬ 
land  and  Virginia,  the  Natchez  Trace  in  Alabama,  Mississippi,  and  Tennessee,  the 
Foothills  in  Tennessee,  the  Rock  Creek  and  Potomac  in  the  District  of  Columbia, 
the  Baltimore-Washington  and  the  Suitland  in  Maryland  and  the  District  of 
Columbia,  and  the  Palisades  Parkway  in  the  District  of  Columbia.  Good  progress 
has  been  made  on  the  parkways  program  as  a  whole  under  the  Mission  66 
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program.  Particularly  good  progress  lias  been  made  on  the  Blue  Ridge  Parkway. 
The  amount  of  $109  million  has  been  authorized  for  parkways  construction  from 
the  beginning  of  the  Mission  66  program  in  the  1957  fiscal  year  through  the  1963 
fiscal  year.  The  parkways  total  approximately  1,100  miles,  of  which  about  672 
miles  have  been  completed,  about  140  miles  have  been  started,  and  about  285 
miles  remain  to  be  started.  The  Colonial  Parkway  in  Virginia  has  been  es¬ 
sentially  completed  and  nothing  further  is  contemplated  on  construction  of  the 
Baltimore-Washington  and  Suitland  Parkways  at  this  time  except  for  grade 
separations,  or  other  measures  required  to  meet  developing  traffic  and  safety 
needs. 


Statement  of  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

Because  Indian  lands  are  tax  exempt,  local  governments  do  not  supply  such 
services  as  roads.  Therefore,  it  becomes  necessary  for  the  Bureau  of  Indian 
Affairs  to  furnish  roads,  schools,  law  and  order,  and  other  community  sendees. 
Most  Indian  reservations  are  in  isolated  areas.  This  makes  them  even  more 
dependent  on  road  transportation  than  normal  rural  communities,  because  roads 
are  usually  the  only  method  of  transportation.  In  its  efforts  to  educate  Indians, 
and  to  otherwise  improve  their  social  and  economic  status,  roads  are  an  im¬ 
portant  element. 

All-weather  roads  are  needed  to  permit  school  attendance  of  additional  In¬ 
dian  pupils  on  a  day,  rather  than  a  boarding  basis.  The  cost  of  construction 
and  operation  of  day  schools  is  approximately  half  that  of  boarding  schools. 
In  addition,  the  following  advantages  accrue  to  the  Indian  children  when  they 
can  attend  school  on  a  day  basis;  they  remain  with  their  families  and  have  the 
benefit  of  parental  guidance  during  their  formative  years ;  their  parents  are 
encouraged  to  participate  in  school  affairs,  thus  giving  support  and  more  mean¬ 
ing  to  their  education.  In  keeping  with  longtime  objectives  of  the  Bureau, 
Federal  schools  will  be  transferred  to  the  public  school  system  as  rapidly  as 
conditions  permit.  Readiness  of  the  Indian  parents  and  the  community,  organ¬ 
ization  of  school  districts,  and  availability  of  appropriate  facilities  are  deter¬ 
mining  factors,  and  the  operation  of  day  schools  will  hasten  their  development. 
The  building  of  all-weather  road  systems  on  the  reservations  would  therefore 
result  in  savings  to  the  Federal  Government  by  promoting  the  more  economical 
day  school  operations  and  facilitating  the  eventual  withdrawal  of  Federal 
services. 

It  is  also  obvious  that  the  nationwide  Federal  and  State  programs  for  build¬ 
ing  interstate  and  other  State  highways  will  greatly  increase  the  number  of 
tourists  seeking  recreation  in  the  picturesque  Indian  country.  This  is  an  im¬ 
portant  economic  opportunity  for  the  Indian  people.  The  Indian  Bureau  road 
system  furnishes  access  from  the  main  State  highways  to  these  recreation  areas. 

A  great  expansion  of  industry  on  the  reservations  is  underway.  This  takes 
many  forms  such  as  mining,  oil  and  gas,  timber,  cattle,  and  farming.  The  ef¬ 
ficient  operation  of  these  industries  and  the  full  development  of  their  potential 
require  an  acceleration  of  the  Indian  Bureau  road  program.  Road  construc¬ 
tion  is  also  essential  to  the  protection,  conservation,  and  management  of  the 
natural  resources  on  which  these  industries  are  based. 

The  1963  fiscal  year  appropriation  now  before  Congress  totals  $193,375,000 
for  the  overall  Bureau  program  of  community  services,  economic  development, 
and  construction  of  buildings,  irrigation  works,  and  roads.  In  addition,  $65,- 
054,000  is  included  for  Indian  health  services.  The  operation  and  efficiency 
of  this  overall  program  demands  improved  road  transportation  facilities,  and  it 
is  our  opinion  that  an  increase  from  the  1963  level  of  $12  million  for  Bureau 
road  construction  to  $16  million  for  fiscal  year  1964.  and  $18  million  for  fiscal 
year  1965,  as  covered  by  H.R.  12135,  is  essential  in  order  to  furnish  the  road 
facilities  necessary  to  the  efficient  operation  of  the  overall  Bureau  program,  and 
to  the  welfare  of  the  residents  of  Indian  lands. 


Statement  by  Eugene  V.  Zumwalt,  Assistant  Director,  Range  and  Forest 
Management,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  regarding  S.  3136.  The 
committee  has  Secretary  Carver’s  statement  of  the  Department’s  views  on  this 
bill,  which  recommends  its  enactment. 
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My  remarks  will  be  limited  to  Bureau  of  Land  Management  requests  under 
Public  Land  Development  Roads  and  Trails.  The  sums  cited  that  are  related  to 
section  4,  S.  3136,  are  $2  million  for  fiscal  year  1964,  and  $4  million  for  fiscal 
year  1965,  and  are  the  same  amounts  as  in  H.R.  12135. 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  administers  a  little  more  than  157  million 
acres  of  public  forest  land  in  the  Western  United  States  and  Alaska,  of  which 
approximately  44  million  acres  are  classed  as  commercial  forest  land,  supporting 
a  stand  volume  in  excess  of  264  billion  board  feet. 

Additionally,  178  million  acres  of  public  rangelands  in  the  Western  United 
States,  and  an  estimated  100  million  acres  of  usable  livestock  and  big  game 
range  in  Alaska,  must  be  managed,  protected,  and  developed.  Access  roads  are 
essential  to  the  management  of  these  lands. 

Rrecreational  pressures  for  increased  use  of  these  lands  by  the  public  further 
emphasize  the  critical  needs  for  adequate  roads. 

Heretofore  it  has  been  the  practice  to  construct  most  of  our  roads  in  forested 
areas  through  timber  sale  contract  requirements.  While  these  roads  serve  their 
primary  purpose,  in  most  instances  they  are  not  adequate  for  the  expanded  use 
placed  on  them  now.  Our  timber  sale  purchasers  are  normally  not  professional 
roadbuilders,  and  standards  for  multipurpose  roads  generally  impose  a  severe 
burden  on  their  construction  activities.  The  standards  of  roads  needed  for  full 
resource  development — serving  timber,  minerals,  range,  protection,  recreation, 
water,  and  wildlife,  exceed  their  modest  equipment  and  skills. 

The  1964  program  at  the  requested  level  of  $2  million  would  permit  construc¬ 
tion  of  about  290  miles  of  road,  surfacing  45  miles,  acquisition  of  50  miles  of 
private  road,  and  construction  of  five  bridges. 

The  1965  level  of  $4  million  would  provide  for  construction  of  about  630  miles 
of  road. 

Inclusion  of  Bureau  of  Land  Management  road  needs  within  the  scope  of  this 
legislation  as  enacted  by  the  Congress  will  provide  needed  support  for  the  public 
land  resource  programs  insofar  as  roads  are  concerned  and  will  afford  a  basis 
for  timely  and  orderly  development  of  our  road  program. 

Senator  McNamara.  Are  there  any  questions  or  comment  from  this 
witness? 

Senator  Stennis  has  a  list  of  questions  here  we  would  like  to  ask 
of  the  Department  through  Chairman  Chavez.  We  will  ask  the  clerk 
to  read  them. 

Senator  Chavez.  On  behalf  of  Senator  Stennis  and  myself. 

Senator  McNamara.  Yes. 

The  Clerk.  Mr.  Carver,  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1959 
authorized  $2  million  for  the  Natchez  Trace  Parkway  relocation  in 
connection  with  the  Pearl  River  Valley  Water  Supply  District  reser¬ 
voir  north  of  Jackson,  Miss.  Has  this  work  been  completed? 

Mr.  Carver.  No,  sir;  it  has  not.  We  cannot  proceed  with  the  con¬ 
struction  until  the  district  completes  the  acquisition  of  necessary 
lands.  The  construction  plans  for  the  parkway  relocation  are  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  completed  by  September  1962;  that  is,  next  month.  We 
expect  to  have  the  first  contract  ready  for  advertisement  by  November 
of  this  year  on  the  basis  of  the  $2  million  authorized  in  1959  and 
appropriated  in  the  1960  fiscal  year  Interior  Department  Appropria¬ 
tion  Act. 

The  Clerk.  Mr.  Carver,  will  the  $2  million  appropriation  complete 
the  relocation  work  ? 

Mr.  Carver.  No  sir;  it  will  not.  An  estimate  was  made  in  1961  by 
the  National  Park  Service  and  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads.  We  are 
lacking  about  $550,000  to  complete  the  relocation  work.  The  estimate 
totals  $3,132,600,  of  which  $585,000  has  been  provided  by  the  service 
of  the  National  Park  Service  in  the  1963  fiscal  year  parkway  construc¬ 
tion  program  for  two  highway  grade  separation  structures.  Owing 
to  the  development  of  the  reservoir  and  the  desire  of  the  district  for 
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access  connections  to  serve  the  numerous  reservoir  recreational  facili¬ 
ties,  we  have  agreed  to  construct  these  two  structures  from  our  regular 
appropriated  funds  to  safeguard  parkway  motorists. 

The  Clerk.  Mr.  Carver,  then  the  additional  authorization  needed 
is  $550,000? 

Mr.  Carver.  Yes,  sir.  This  amount  will  take  care  of  the  paving 
work.  If  Congress  so  authorizes  this  amount  in  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act,  we  will  be  in  position  to  include  the  item  in  the  1964 
fiscal  year  parkways  construction  program,  which  will  be  at  the 
proper  time  to  follow  up  the  grading  and  structures  now  programed. 

Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  think  the  informa¬ 
tion  you  have  brought  us  here  answers  the  question  and  will  be  very 
helpful  to  the  subcommittee  and  the  full  committee  when  we  come 
to  the  consideration  of  this  final  legislation.  Thanks  again. 

Senator  Randolph.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  ask  a  question  ? 

Senator  McNamara.  Yes. 

I  asked  before  if  anybody  had  any  questions  or  comments.  You 
go  right  ahead. 

Senator  Randolph.  I  am  very  sorry. 

Senator  McNamara.  Go  right  ahead. 

Senator  Randolph.  Mr.  Carver,  are  you  prepared  or  do  you  feel  it 
appropriate  to  discuss  some  matters  in  reference  to  the  highway  de¬ 
velopment  in  the  District  of  Columbia  ? 

Mr.  Carver.  I  am  not  technically  prepared  to  do  it.  I  am  not  sure 
we  have  the  correct  witnesses  here  for  the  detailed  matters.  In  a 
general  way  I  know  what  we  are  doing  and  some  of  the  basic  deci¬ 
sions  which  have  been  discussed  publicly.  I  would  naturally  be  glad 
to  try  to  answer  any  questions  the  Senator  would  like  to  put  to  me. 

Senator  Randolph.  I  will  be  very  brief. 

Do  you  consider  the  inner  loop  and  connections  to  such  a  highway 
as,  let  us  say,  the  heart  of  the  interstate  program  within  the  District 
of  Columbia? 

Mr.  Carver.  Senator  Randolph,  if  you  permit  me  to  say  that.  I  am 
not  personally  able  to  make  any  judgment  or  have  not  personally 
made  any  judgment  on  that  basis — I  do  know  that  the  National  Park 
Service — and  the  park  planners  have  expressed  certain  reservations 
concerning  some  of  the  projected  programing  for  it. 

As  to  your  specific  question  as  to  the  inner  loop  being  an  integral 
part  of  it,  I  think  the  answer  is  probably  “Yes,”  but  as  to  the  details 
of  it,  I  do  not — there  are  reservations  being  expressed. 

Senator  Randolph.  Mr.  Carver,  there  are  projects  which  are  di¬ 
rectly  connected  with  the  parkways  in  this  area.  Is  that  not  true? 

Mr.  Bayliss.  The  George  Washington  Parkway. 

Mr.  Carver.  The  inner  loop  he  is  talking  about. 

Senator  Randolph.  Yes ;  the  inner  loop. 

Mr.  Bayliss.  Connections  at  the  bridges  ? 

Senator  Randolph.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Bayliss.  I  think  those  have  been  discussed;  yes,  connections 
to  the  George  Washington  Parkway. 

Mr.  Carver.  This  is  Mr.  Bayliss  of  the  National  Park  Service. 

Senator  Randolph.  I  was  speaking  of  the  Three  Sisters  Bridge. 

Mr.  Bayliss.  Yes. 
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Senator  Randolph.  I  wonder  if  you  would  discuss  Route  66  just 
very  briefly.  I  am  not  going  to  press  the  point  if  there  is  reluctance 
on  the  part  of  the  witness. 

Mr.  Carver.  If  I  could  speak? 

Senator  Randolph.  I  have  no  desire  to  impose  on  the  witness. 

Mr.  Carver.  We  fully  understand  the  Senator’s  interest  in  this,  not 
to  press  us  on  the  point.  I  merely  want  to  say  to  the  committee  that  I 
am  not  technically  competent  to  discuss  the  matter  because  I  have 
not  gotten  into  the  technical  details  of  it. 

The  Secretary  has  sent  a  letter  to  Senators  expressing  some  concern 
about  the  Three  Sisters  Bridge,  and  I,  as  a  departmental  officer,  am 
well  aware  of  those  letters  and  can  testify  along  that  general  line. 
However,  as  to  the  role,  as  to  the  integration  of  any  particular  part 
of  this  thing  as  it  would  affect  the  authorizations  of  this  committee, 
I  do  not  feel  competent  to  discuss  it  with  any  assurance. 

Senator  Randolph.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  attitude  of  the 
witness  and,  in  fact,  both  gentlemen,  and  I  will  not  press  the  point. 
There  will  be  a  time  later  perhaps  when  it  will  be  appropriate  to 
discuss  the  subject. 

Thank  you. 

Senator  Kerr.  Would  the  Senator  yield  ? 

Senator  McNamara.  Senator  Kerr. 

Senator  Kerr.  Where  is  the  Three  Sisters  Bridge  on  both  sides? 

Mr.  Carver.  The  Three  Sisters  Bridge  is  a  location  across  the 
Potomac  River  which  generally  runs  from — it  is  in  the  area  of  the 
Three  Sisters  Islands. 

Senator  Kerr.  Is  it  west  of  Chain  Bridge  or  east  ? 

Mr.  Carver.  It  is  east  of  Chain  Bridge. 

Senator  Kerr.  Between  Chain  Bridge  and  Key  Bridge? 

Mr.  Carver.  Yes,  sir.  It  is  right  at  the  mouth  of  Spouts  Run. 

Senator  Kerr.  I  do  not  know.  I  am  not  acquainted  with  that. 
I  was  trying  to  figure  it  out  from  my  knowledge  of  where  Chain 
Bridge  and  Key  Bridge  are. 

Mr.  Carver.  It  is  upstream  just  slightly,  just  let  us  say  a  mile  or  so. 

Mr.  Bayliss.  Just  a  mile. 

Mr.  Carver.  From  the  Key  Bridge.  Upstream  from  Key  Bridge 
about  1  mile. 

Senator  Kerr.  How  far  is  Key  Bridge  from  Chain  Bridge? 

Mr.  Carver.  Up  to - 

Senator  Kerr.  How  far  is  it  from  Key  Bridge  to  Chain  Bridge? 

Mr.  Carver.  I  suppose  about  3  miles. 

Mr.  Bayliss.  To  Chain  Bridge. 

Mr.  Carver.  So  it  would  be  2  miles. 

Senator  Kerr.  It  is  hardly  a  third  of  the  way  up. 

Mr.  Carver.  About  a  third  of  the  way  up ;  yes,  sir. 

Senator  Kerr.  I  see. 

Senator  Randolph.  Mr.  Chairman,  could  I  comment  on  the  ob¬ 
servation  of  the  Senator  from  Oklahoma  with  reference  to  the 
location  ? 

Senator  McNamara.  Go  ahead. 

Senator  Randolph.  The  Monday,  August  6,  1962,  Washington 
Evening  Star  editorial  to  which  I  made  reference  yesterday  and 
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which  is  in  the  record,  asks,  “What  is  going  to  happen  if  the  Three 
Sisters  Bridge  is  not  built?  Is  Route  66  when  completed  in  Virginia 
going  to  stop  at  the  river’s  edge  or  is  the  great  volume  of  traffic 
including  trucks  which  it  will  carry  to  be  dumped  onto  the  Roose¬ 
velt  Island  Bridge?” 

I  just  make  that  comment  at  this  time.  I  think  you  are  cognizant 
of  this. 

Mr.  Carver.  Yes,  sir.  I  am  well  cognizant  of  the  problem.  I  just 
do  not  feel  competent  to  get  into  the  details  of  it. 

Senator  Randolph.  Yes,  I  understand. 

(The  editorial  referred  to  is  as  follows :) 

Highway  Setback 

The  House  subcommittee  report  which,  in  effect,  blocks  the  District’s  highway 
program  is  unrealistic.  For  most  of  the  projects  which  the  subcommittee  seems 
to  have  set  its  face  against  will  have  to  be  built  sooner  or  later. 

What  is  going  to  happen,  for  example,  if  the  Three  Sisters  Bridge  is  not  built? 
Is  Route  66,  when  completed  in  Virginia,  going  to  stop  at  the  river’s  edge?  Or 
is  the  great  volume  of  traffic,  including  trucks,  which  it  will  carry  to  be  dumped 
onto  the  Roosevelt  Island  Bridge? 

The  major  opposition  to  the  highway  program  comes,  of  course,  from  the 
rapid  transit  advocates.  And  to  the  extent  that  it  is  feasible,  rapid  transit 
must  be  introduced  into  the  metropolitan  area.  The  need  is  for  a  balanced  pro¬ 
gram  of  highways  and  mass  transportation,  since  neither  can  do  the  job  alone. 
This  being  so,  we  do  not  suppose  any  great  harm  is  done  by  stalling  the  highway 
program  until  the  report  of  the  National  Capital  Transportation  Agency  becomes 
available,  presumably  in  November.  But  it  is  rather  silly. 

Senator  McNamara.  Thanks  very  much,  gentlemen. 

The  next  witness  is  the  Honorable  Edwin  N.  Martin,  Assistant 
Secretary  of  State  for  Inter- American  Affairs,  Department  of  State. 
Is  Mr.  Martin  here  ?  Apparently  not.  He  had  some  others  who  will 
appear  with  him.  Are  any  of  the  people  who  accompany  Mr.  Martin 
here?  If  not,  we  will  pass  that  one.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  John  Baker,  Assistant  Secretary  of  Agriculture.  Mr.  Baker, 
we  will  be  glad  to  hear  from  you. 

We  are  very  glad  to  have  you  here  and  you  may  proceed  in  your 
own  way.  I  see  you  have  a  comparative  short  statement. 

STATEMENT  OF  JOHN  A.  BAKER,  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF 

AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  Baker.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  always  a  privilege  and  pleasure  to 
appear  before  this  committee.  I  have  been  here  many  times  before 
and  I  see  many  friends  around  the  horseshoe  that  your  committee 
occupies. 

I  have  with  me  the  Assistant  Chief  of  the  Forest  Service,  Mr.  M.  M. 
Nelson,  who  will  make  a  more  detailed  statement  after  I  have  made  a 
brief  statement  of  policy. 

I  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  appear  before  the  committee  on  S. 
3136  and  H.R.  12135,  both  of  which  would  authorize  appropriations 
for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  for  the  construction  of  certain  high¬ 
ways  in  accordance  with  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code.  Both 
would  also  authorize  an  additional  appropriation  for  forest  develop¬ 
ment  roads  and  trails  for  fiscal  year  1963. 
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S.  3136  and  H.R.  12135  are  of  interest  to  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture  because  they  would  provide  authorizations  for  both  of  the 
ground  transportation  systems  which  serve  the  national  forests.  One 
of  these  is  the  forest  highway  system ;  the  other  is  the  forest  develop¬ 
ment  road  and  trail  system.  Both  systems  are  essential  for  developing 
and  obtaining  the  maximum  practicable  yield  and  use  of  the  products 
and  services  of  these  forests  on  a  continuing  basis  under  the  Multiple 
Use-Sustained  Yield  Act. 

The  existence  of  a  road  system  permits  an  intensity  of  management 
and  use  of  the  national  forests  for  all  purposes  that  are  not  otherwise 
possible.  Furthermore?  roads  that  give  access  to  national  forest  tim¬ 
ber  are  investments  which  pay  their  own  way  over  a  period  of  years. 
Use  of  these  roads  by  the  public  results  in  substantial  benefits  to  the 
localities  the  roads  serve. 

The  long-range  objective  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture  is  to 
provide  and  maintain  a  system  of  forest  development  roads  and  trails 
which  will  adequately  service  the  national  forest  system  at  the  levels 
needed  to  meet  expected  needs  and  optimum  production  of  products 
and  services.  For  the  year  2000  we  anticipate  this  will  mean  serv¬ 
icing  (a)  the  protection  requirements  of  watersheds  producing  mil¬ 
lions  of  acre-feet  of  water  each  year,  (6)  recreation  and  wildlife  re¬ 
sources  used  each  year  by  635  million  visitors,  (c)  a  timber  resource 
supporting  an  annual  cut  of  21  billion  board  feet,  and  (d )  60  million 
acres  of  rangelands.  At  this  level  of  performance  these  federally 
owned  properties  will  return  an  estimated  $400  million  annually  to 
the  U.S.  Treasury  in  the  form  of  receipts. 

In  recent  months  the  depressed  condition  of  the  lumber  industry  has 
come  to  the  forefront  and  has  been  the  subject  of  various  committee  ses¬ 
sions  of  the  Congress  and  conferences  with  the  executive  branch,  which 
have  been  detailed  by  previous  witnesses  this  morning.  The  need  for 
immediate  remedial  action  was  recognized  in  a  White  House  confer¬ 
ence  week  before  last.  In  the  President’s  news  release  he  pointed  up 
means  designed  to  assist  the  lumber  industry  and  improve  its  compet¬ 
itive  position.  One  of  the  means  outlined  by  the  President  was  the 
use  of  additional  funds  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  to 
assure  the  prompt  harvest  of  national  forest  timber. 

We  recommend  a  total  authorization  of  $60  million  for  forest  de¬ 
velopment  roads  and  trails  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963. 

The  amount  which  the  bills  would  authorize  for  forest  development 
roads  and  trails  for  fiscal  year  1963  was  recommended  several  months 
ago.  Since  that  time  it  has  become  apparent  that  additional  author¬ 
ization  is  urgently  needed  to  finance  the  construction  of  forest  develop¬ 
ment  roads.  The  lumber  industry  is  currently  faced  with  local  short¬ 
ages  of  timber  supplies  and  the  lack  of  access  is  a  contributing  factor 
to  this  situation.  Additional  funds  for  forest  development  roads  and 
trails  will  help  make  it  possible  to  sell  the  full  allowable  cut  of  timber 
products  from  the  national  forests,  an  example  of  which  was  given  by 
Senator  Church  earlier  this  morning  to  your  committee.  This  can  be 
a  significant  contribution  in  giving  immediate  aid  to  the  lumber  in¬ 
dustry.  At  the  same  time,  it  will  accelerate  the  development  of 
multiple-purpose  forest  roads  and  trails  and  thereby  intensify  the  use 
and  enjoyment  of  all  the  resources  of  the  national  forest. 
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With  the  permission  of  the  chairman  I  will  ask  Mr.  Nelson  to  take 
over  at  this  point. 

Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Nelson,  we  will  be  glad  to  hear  from  you  at  this  point. 

STATEMENT  OF  M.  M.  NELSON,  ASSISTANT  CHIEF  OF  THE  FOREST 
SERVICE,  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  Nelson.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  the 
1 54  national  forests  and  18  national  grasslands  in  the  national  forest 
system  consist  of  186  million  acres  of  Federal  lands  and  waters  located 
in  39  States  and  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico.  These  lands 
produce  water,  timber,  forage,  recreation  services,  fish,  big  game,  other 
wildlife,  and  minerals.  They  include  the  most  important  watersheds 
in  the  West  and  the  headwater  lands  of  many  important  rivers  in  the 
East. 

The  transportation  system  which  serves  the  national  forests  is  a 
complex  of  highways  and  access  roads  and  trails  under  various  owner¬ 
ships  and  jurisdicitons.  For  administrative  purposes  these  facilities 
are  grouped  into  a  forest  highway  system  and  a  forest  development 
road  and  trail  system. 

Forest  highways  are  parts  of  Federal-aid,  State,  county,  and  other 
public  highways  in  and  adjacent  to  the  national  forests.  They  are  of 
primary  importance  to  the  States,  and  to  the  counties  and  communi¬ 
ties  in  and  adjacent  to  the  national  forests.  They  also  provide  access 
to  and  outlet  from  forest  development  roads  and  trails.  They  are 
heavily  used  by  persons  visiting  the  national  forests  for  recreation  and 
other  purposes.  Most  of  the  products  of  the  forests  move  over  these 
highways  en  route  to  mill  or  market. 

The  forest  highway  system  is  administered  by  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  through  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads.  According  to  the 
1961  Report  of  Operations  on  the  Forest  Highway  System  there  are 
24,958.2  miles  of  roads  in  the  system.  The  same  report  gave  an  esti¬ 
mate  of  $2.5  billion  as  the  cost  of  the  additional  work  needed  on  the 
system  as  of  June  30, 1961. 

Forest  development  roads  and  trails  provide  access  to  national  for¬ 
est  lands  for  the  protection,  development,  and  multiple-use  manage¬ 
ment  of  the  forests,  including  resources  on  which  communities  in  and 
near  the  forests  are  dependent.  This  system  of  roads  and  trails  is 
administered  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  through  the  U.S.  Forest 
Service. 

As  of  June  30,  1961,  there  were  179,213  miles  of  roads  and  106,577 
miles  of  trails  in  the  forest  development  system.  It  is  estimated  that 
when  completely  installed  this  system  will  consist  of  542,250  miles  of 
access  roads  and  that  the  trail  network  would  be  reduced  to  80,000 
miles.  In  1958  it  was  estimated  that  the  cost  of  installing  the  even¬ 
tual  system  would  be  about  $6.7  billion  at  prices  then  prevailing. 
About  80  percent  of  the  roads  and  trails  that  will  eventually  be  needed 
should  be  installed  by  the  year  2000  to  assure  meeting  the  annual  de¬ 
mand  for  use  of  the  wood,  water,  forage,  wildlife,  and  recreation 
resources  of  the  national  forests  that  will  exist  on  a  continuing  basis 
at  that  time. 
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An  adequate  system  of  forest  development  roads  and  trails  is  essen¬ 
tial  to  the  proper  development  and  beneficial  use  of  the  national  for¬ 
ests  and  their  resources.  The  presence  or  lack  of  access  by  road  or 
trail  has  a  direct  and  controlling  influence  on  most  phases  of  forest 
management  and  utilization  such  as : 

(a)  The  protection  of  national  forest  resources  from  fire,  insects, 
and  disease; 

( b )  The  use  of  recreation,  hunting,  and  fishing  resources ; 

( c )  The  volume  of  timber  that  can  be  marketed,  especially  for  small 
sales,  and  the  support  of  dependent  communities  and  small  business 
enterprises;  and 

(d)  The  level  of  salvage  cutting  in  dead  and  dying  timber  stands 
and  the  opportunity  to  promptly  salvage  losses  resulting  from  fire, 
windstorm,  insects,  and  disease. 

The  development  program  for  the  national  forests  which  was  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  September  21,  1961,  sets  forth  the  resource 
management  and  development  work  needed  in  the  national  forests 
during  fiscal  years  1963-72  to  assure  that  the  forests  will  meet  their 
full  share  of  present  and  future  public  needs. 

Service  at  the  levels  of  production  and  utilization  visualized  in  this 
program  will  eventually  require  the  construction  of  about  379,900 
miles  of  new  roads  and  6,000  miles  of  new  trails,  along  with  the  re¬ 
construction  to  higher  standards  of  about  105,000  miles  of  roads  and 
10,500  miles  of  trails.  About  26,500  miles  of  existing  trails  will  be 
replaced  in  service  by  the  construction  of  new  roads. 

The  program  proposals  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  for 
the  10-year  period  are  as  follows : 

1.  Complete  the  construction  and  reconstruction  of  about  79,400 
miles  of  multiple-purpose  roads  and  8,000  miles  of  trails.  This  con¬ 
stitutes  about  17  percent  of  the  long-range  requirements  for  these 
facilities. 

Approximately  40  percent  of  the  value  of  roads  for  access  to  timber 
planned  for  this  period  will  be  provided  by  purchasers  of  national 
forest  timber,  but  paid  for  by  the  Government  through  adjustment  of 
stumpage  prices. 

2.  Provide  maintenance  to  full  standards  on  the  268,900  miles  of 
existing  access  roads  and  trails  and  on  the  new  roads  and  trails  that 
will  be  constructed  during  the  period. 

The  estimated  cost  of  the  road  and  trail  construction  proposed  in 
this  10-year  program  is  approximately  $1.7  billion  of  which  about 
$1.2  billion  should  be  financed  with  appropriated  funds.  The  balance 
of  about  $0.5  billion  would  constitute  work  performed  by  purchasers 
of  national  forest  stumpage  and  would  be  financed  by  appropriate 
allowances  in  the  appraisals  of  timber  offered  for  sale.  During  the 
same  decade  about  $242  million  will  be  required  for  maintenance  of 
the  system.  For  this  work  about  $182  million  appropriated  funds 
will  be  needed.  The  balance — $60  million- — represents  the  value  of 
maintenance  work  that  will  be  required  of  purchasers  of  national 
forest  timber  during  the  period. 

Because  an  adequate  system  of  roads  and  trails  is  essential  for  the 
other  phases  of  the  10-year  development  program,  orderly  execution 
of  the  rest  of  the  development  program  for  the  national  forests  re- 
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quires  substantial  investments  in  road  construction  for  each  year  of 
the  program  beginning  with  fiscal  year  1963. 

In  the  1962  message  on  the  conservation  program  the  President  rec¬ 
ommended  approval  of  legislation  to  accelerate  the  development  of 
national  forest  multiple-purpose  roads  and  trails.  The  level  of  au¬ 
thorizations  which  I  will  now  discuss  and  recommend  are  those  to 
which  the  President  had  reference  in  his  message. 

The  authorization  provided  in  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1960  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  for  fiscal  year  1963  falls 
critically  below  the  level  of  financing  needed.  In  the  fiscal  year  1963 
budget,  which  has  been  acted  on  by  Congress,  the  road  portion  of  the 
development  program  for  the  national  forests  is  financed  at  67  percent, 
while  the  program  as  a  whole,  exclusive  of  research,  is  being  financed 
at  about  83.4  percent  of  the  planned  level.  Consequently,  in  order  to 
catch  up,  there  is  urgent  need  for  the  additional  fiscal  year  1963  au¬ 
thorization  that  is  requested  here. 

In  our  report  of  May  1,  1962,  to  this  committee,  we  recommended 
enactment  of  S.  3136.  Insofar  as  it  affects  the  Department  of  Agri¬ 
culture,  the  provisions  of  that  bill  are  the  same  as  the  corresponding 
provisions  of  H.R.  12135  which  was  passed  by  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  on  July  18,  1962.  As  Mr.  Baker  stated,  conditions  in  the 
lumber  industry  make  it  advisable  to  provide  more  funds  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1963,  than  were  considered  necessary  at  the  time 
of  our  i-eport  on  S.  3136.  We  therefore  recommend  that  S.  3136  and 
H.R.  12135  be  amended  as  follows : 

Page  2,  line  18,  change  “$10  million”  to  “$20  million”. 

For  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  authorizations  of  $70  million  and 
$85  million,  respectively,  will  be  necessary  to  keep  the  program  on 
schedule  and  provide  the  access  needed  to  harvest  the  timber  cut  pro¬ 
jected  for  these  years  and  to  meet  critical  needs  for  fire  and  recreation 
roads. 

We  recommend  the  enactment  of  S.  3136  or  H.R.  12135  insofar  as 
they  relate  to  the  authorizations  for  forest  development  roads  and 
trails,  amended  as  recommended  above  for  fiscal  year  1963. 

Now  I  would  like  to  talk  about  the  benefits  that  will  accrue  from 
the  development  program  for  the  national  forests. 

Under  this  10-year  development  program,  management  and  utili¬ 
zation  of  national  forest  resources  will  keep  pace  with  population 
growth  and  national  economic  development  and  needs. 

Many  of  the  benefits  from  the  development  program  for  the  10- 
year  period  will  carry  over,  or  will  be  unrealized,  until  after  the  end 
of  the  period.  Investments  in  such  measures  as  roadbuilding,  tree 
planting,  range  reseeding,  water  conservation,  recreation,  and  other 
improvements  proposed  in  the  initial  period  are  geared  not  only  to 
short-term  needs,  but  also  to  the  longer  range  objectives  of  meeting 
expected  demands  on  the  national  forest  system  during  the  remainder 
of  the  century. 

Benefits  include  direct  financial  revenues,  secondary  benefits,  and 
intangible  values. 

Direct  financial  revenues  from  the  national  forest  system  will  rise 
to  about  $230  million  annually  by  the  time  the  10-year  program  is 
completed,  or  more  than  double  current  receipts.  These  receipts 
will  then  continue  to  exceed  annual  operating  expenses  of  the  pro- 
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gram.  On  the  current  basis  of  fees  for  use  and  products,  over  90 
percent  of  revenues  will  continue  to  come  from  the  sale  of  standing 
timber.  By  the  year  2000  the  annual  worth  of  national  forest  timber 
sales  should  reach  $350  million,  based  on  1960  prices. 

Payments  from  national  forest  revenues  for  county  schools  and 
roads  will  increase  correspondingly. 

The  capital  value  of  the  timber,  forage,  and  lands  of  the  national 
forest  system  will  increase  about  $2  billion  as  a  result  of  the  10-year 
program. 

Secondary  benefits  include  such  things  as  numbers  of  people  em¬ 
ployed  directly  on  the  work  in  the  10-year  program  and  the  harvesting 
of  national  forest  timber  and  other  products  and  the  value  added  to 
those  products  by  manufacture,  distribution,  and  marketing.  Another 
very  important  benefit  from  the  immediate  implementation  of  the 
program  would  be  the  acceleration  of  resource  development  in  areas 
of  labor  surplus  and  low  rural  income.  Of  the  186  million  acres  of 
land  under  Forest  Service  administration,  approximately  80  million 
acres  are  in  or  adjacent  to  present  areas  of  labor  surplus  and  low 
rural  incomes.  The  planned  work  and  the  resultant  resource  develop¬ 
ment  would  contribute  materially  to  accelerating  the  economy  of  these 
areas. 

In  timber  alone,  it  is  estimated  that  for  every  dollar  of  national 
forest  stumpage  sold,  the  end  products  will  be  worth  about  $20  by  the 
time  they  reach  the  ultimate  consumer.  This  means  that  the  annual 
sale  of  13  billion  board  feet  of  saw-timber  expected  to  be  reached  by 
the  end  of  the  10-year  period  will  have  a  total  consumer  value  of 
over  $4  billion.  The  estimated  employment  directly  associated  with 
the  utilization  of  timber  harvested  from  the  national  forests  will 
amount  to  about  800,000  man-years  annually  by  1972.  This  will 
be  about  twice  the  current  level. 

It  is  estimated  that  recreational  use  of  the  national  forest  system 
will  reach  195  million  visits  by  1972,  in  contrast  to  the  92.6  million 
visits  in  1960,  and  a  probable  635  million  by  the  year  2000.  The 
recreationists  making  these  195  million  visits  will  put  into  trade 
channels  substantial  amounts  of  money  for  sporting  equipment,  trans¬ 
portation,  licenses,  lodging,  and  other  items. 

Most  of  the  truly  intangible  values  of  the  national  forests  are 
experienced  by  those  millions  of  people  who  use  the  national  forests 
for  reasons  other  than  commercial  utilization  of  resources.  No  meas¬ 
ure  of  value  expresses  the  real  worth  of  the  relaxation,  pleasure,  rest, 
spiritual  satisfaction,  and  improvement  in  health  derived  from  recrea¬ 
tional  use  of  the  national  forests. 

Nor  can  there  be  any  complete  assessment  in  dollars  of  the  lives 
saved,  damage  prevented,  and  resources  preserved  by  improved  ac¬ 
cessibility,  suppression  of  insect  and  disease  epidemics,  fires  prevented 
or  controlled  when  small,  and  reduction  and  prevention  of  floods. 
All  of  these  are  benefits  of  the  conservation  program  proposed  for 
the  national  forests. 

Substantial  progress  has  been  made.  The  foundation  for  progress 
is  in  place.  This  10-year  development  program  builds  on  that  founda¬ 
tion.  The  result  will  be  full  development  of  these  extensive  and 
valuable  public  properties. 
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In  closing  I  want  to  reiterate  the  point  that  access  is  prerequisite 
to  obtaining  these  benefits.  The  authorizations  which  we  have  recom¬ 
mended  are  thus  the  keystone  of  the  rest  of  the  national  forest  pro¬ 
gram.  Since  road  maintenance  must  take  first  priority,  any  reduc¬ 
tion  below  the  levels  of  authorization  recommended  will  necessitate  a 
corresponding  reduction  in  funds  programed  for  construction. 

That  completes  my  statement. 

Mr.  Baker.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  would  be  happy  to  answer  any  ques¬ 
tions  any  members  of  the  committee  might  have. 

Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you  very  much.  Your  statements  will 
be  helpful  to  the  record,  I  am  sure. 

The  staff  has  prepared  a  list  of  about  seven  questions  here  and  in 
the  interest  of  saving  time  I  am  going  to  ask  the  clerk  to  hand  you 
these  questions,  and  will  you  furnish  us  your  answers  to  them  for  the 
record?  We  will  keep  the  record  open  until  we  hear  from  you.  We 
have  several  Senators  waiting  here  to  introduce  some  of  their  con¬ 
stituents  who  have  come  a  long  way. 

(The  questions  and  answers  referred  to  follow :) 

Questions  for  the  Forest  Service  on  Forest  Recreation  Ways 

Question  No.  1.  Section  3  of  S.  1159  would  provide  for  a  new  type  of  road  for 
recreation  in  the  national  forests.  Are  you  familiar  with  this  section? 

Answer.  Yes.  We  have  studied  this  section.  As  we  understand  it,  it  would 
authorize  construction  and  maintenance  of  forest  roads  of  primary  importance 
for  the  development,  use,  and  enjoyment  of  the  scenic  and  recreation  resources 
of  the  national  forests  along  the  route  of  the  road.  In  other  words,  a  “forest 
recreation  way.” 

Question  No.  2.  Are  any  forest  recreation  ways  of  this  type  provided  for  in  the 
development  program  for  the  national  forests,  fiscal  years  1963-72? 

Answer.  No. 

Question  No.  3.  Haven’t  you  any  recreation  roads  in  that  program? 

Answer.  Yes.  We  have  8,000  miles  of  roads  in  that  program  which  are  of 
primary  importance  for  recreation.  These,  however,  are  strictly  access  roads. 
They  are  not  situated  or  planned  for  coordinated  development  of  the  road  and  its 
continguous  recreation  and  scenic  resources. 

Question  No.  4.  Have  you  made  any  studies  or  investigations  of  forest  recrea¬ 
tion  ways? 

Answer.  We  have  made  preliminary  reconnaissance  studies  of  three  possible 
forest  recreation  ways  in  West  Virginia,  in  North  Carolina-Tennessee,  and  in 
Arkansas-Oklahoma.  We  have  also  made  a  provisional  count  and  estimate  of 
the  number  of  such  forest  recreation  ways  and  their  cost  in  the  national  forest 
system. 

Question  No.  5.  Please  describe  the  three  forest  recreation  ways  on  which 
you  have  made  preliminary  studies. 

Answer.  The  first  is  in  the  Monongahela  National  Forest  in  West  Virginia. 
It  is  160  miles  long  and  would  cost  about  $23  million  to  develop.  The  second  is 
in  the  Cherokee  National  Forest  in  Tennessee  and  the  Nantahala  National  Forest 
in  North  Carolina.  It  runs  between  Tellico  Plains,  Tenn.,  and  Robbinsville,  N.C. 
It  is  48  miles  long  and  would  cost  about  $7  million  to  develop.  The  report  on 
this  forest  recreation  way.  prepared  by  the  Forest  Service,  was  submitted  to  the 
committee  by  Senator  Erwin  of  North  Carolina. 

The  third  forest  recreation  way  we  have  studied  is  in  the  Ouachita  National 
Forest  in  Arkansas  and  Oklahoma.  It  runs  between  Mena,  Ark.,  and  U.S. 
Highway  No.  271  north  of  Talihina,  Okla.  It  is  55  miles  long  and  would  also 
cost  about  $7  million  to  develop.  This  report  was  submitted  to  the  committee 
by  Congressman  Harris  of  Arkansas. 

Question  No.  6.  You  stated  that  you  had  made  a  provisional  count  and  esti¬ 
mate  of  the  number  and  cost  of  potential  forest  recreation  ways  in  the  national 
forest  system.  Please  state  the  number  and  cost  of  such  forest  recreation  ways. 

Answer.  We  estimate  there  are  181  potential  forest  recreation  ways  in  the 
national  forest  system.  They  are  located  in  30  States.  The  total  length  is 
5,634  miles,  and  probable  cost  about  $612  million.  This  includes  the  3  forest 
recreation  ways  described  above. 
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Question  No.  7.  Do  these  estimates  include  the  cost  of  rights-of-way  and 
adjunctive  recreation  facilities?  Also,  the  cost  of  acquiring  adjacent  lands  that 
are  needed  to  protect  the  recreation  way  from  nonconforming  uses  and  develop¬ 
ments? 

Answer.  Yes. 

Senator  McNamara.  I  understand  that  the  Senator  from  Montana 
would  like  to  ask  some  questions. 

Senator  Metcalf.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  will  try  to  be  brief 
because  I  see  that  we  have  more  colleagues  in  the  audience  than  we 
have  at  the  committee  table,  and  I  do  not  want  to  take  time  from  them. 

Mr.  Baker,  would  you  tell  me  something  about  who  does  the  main¬ 
tenance  on  these  various  forest  roads  ? 

Mr.  Baker.  Preliminary  to  answering  your  question,  Senator  Met¬ 
calf,  let  me  say  that  it  is  a  real  pleasure  and  privilege  to  respond  to 
the  question  of  the  gentleman  whose  name  and  work  in  the  last  10 
years  has  been  very  closely  associated,  and  significantly  so,  with  the 
development  of  the  10-year  program  for  national  forests. 

Now,  on  the  question  of  maintenance,  as  I  understand  it — and  you 
correct  me,  Mr.  Nelson,  if  I  answer  incorrectly — the  maintenance  of 
these  roads  and  trails  come  from  this  same  authorization. 

Senator  Metcalf.  So  your  recommenmation  of  an  additional  $10 
million  over  and  above  the  amount  contained  in  H.R.  12135  would 
include  a  recommendation  for  maintenance  ? 

Mr.  Baker.  The  maintenance  would  be  included  in  the  $10  million. 

Senator  Metcalf.  Who  does  maintenance  on  forest  highways  ? 

Mr.  Baker.  This  is  done  by  the  State  highway  department. 

Senator  Metcalf.  Who  does  maintenance  on  the  public  lands  and 
development  roads  and  trails  ? 

Mr.  Nelson.  The  States. 

Senator  Metcalf.  Who  does  maintenance  on  park  roads  and  trails  ? 

Mr.  Nelson.  That  is  under  the  National  Park  Service.  I  am  not 
sure  about  that. 

Senator  Metcalf.  Is  there  any  reason  why  forest  development 
roads  and  trails  should  not  be  maintained  in  the  same  way  as  the 
forest  highways  and  public  land  development  roads  ? 

Mr.  Baker.  Senator  Metcalf,  it  is  my  understanding  a  very  serious 
study  is  now  underway  with  respect  to  this  question. 

Personally,  Senator  Church’s  statement  on  this  earlier  today  was 
quite  persuasive.  We  are  not  in  a  position  to  respond  completely  to 
the  question  at  this  time.  I  hope  this  will  be  completed  by  the  first 
or  the  middle  of  September  and  we  can  be  more  forthright. 

Senator  Metcalf.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Now,  I  do  not  know,  as  I  did  not  see  the  questions  the  chairman  put 
in,  however  there  was  a  request  for  a  breakdown  of  this  10-year  de¬ 
velopment  program  in  your  costs.  I  hope  that  will  be  supplied  for 
the  record. 

Senator  McNamara.  I  am  sure  the  agency  representatives  will 
answer  that  question.  I  see  they  are  already  making  a  note  of  it. 

(The  information  referred  to  is  as  follows :) 

Allocation  of  Forest  Development  Road  and  Trail  Funds 
(23  U.S.C.  202(b)) 

Slims  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails 
shall  be  allocated  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  according  to  relative  needs 
of  the  various  national  forests,  taking  into  consideration  the  existing  trans- 
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portation  facilities,  value  of  timber  or  other  resources  served,  relative  tire 
danger,  and  comparative  difficulties  of  road  and  trail  construction. 

The  basis  for  relative  need  is  the  10-year  development  program  for  the 
national  forests.  Funds  for  fiscal  years  1963  through  1972  will  be  allocated 
to  the  States  according  to  the  percentage  of  the  total  development  program 
required  in  each  State. 

The  mileage  requirements  of  the  development  program  were  estimated  from 
projections  of  (1)  what  must  be  done  during  the  years  1963-72  to  meet  the 
demands  for  forest  products  and  services  that  will  be  imposed  of  the  national 
forests  during  those  years,  and  (2)  what  in  addition  must  be  done  during 
those  years  to  insure  that  the  national  forests  will  be  able  to  meet  the  demands 
for  forest  products  and  services  that  will  exist  in  the  year  2000.  Consolidation 
of  these  projections  led  us  to  conclude  that  during  the  decade  the  following 
road  construction  should  be  accomplished  : 

(1)  For  timber  access,  54,870  miles.  This  is  16  percent  of  the  year  2000 
requirements. 

(2)  For  recreation  access,  8,500  miles.  This  is  60  percent  of  the  year 
2000  needs. 

(3)  For  other  access — range,  forest  protection,  research,  etc.,  16,000 
miles.  This  is  32  percent  of  the  year  2000  requirements. 

See  attached  tables  for  details. 

Development  program  'for  the  national  forests — Road  and  trails,  fiscal  years 

1968-72 


[Dollars  in  thousands] 


Region  and  State 

Total  Government  construction,  reconstruction, 
and  maintenance 

Amount 

Percent  of 
national 
forest 
program 

Percent  of 
region 
program 

Average  an¬ 
nual  main¬ 
tenance 
expense 

Region  1: 

$72. 703 
91, 198 
760 
9, 738 

5.2 

6.5 

.1 

.7 

41.7 

52.3 

.4 

5.6 

174. 399 

12.5 

100.0 

Region  2: 

90, 210 
351 

9,  364 
25.  262 

6.5 

72.0 

.3 

7.5 

20.2 

.7 

1.8 

125, 187 

9.0 

100.0 

Region  3: 

51, 148 
38.  490 

3.6 

2.8 

57.1 

42.9 

Total _ _ _ 

89, 638 

6.4 

100.0 

Region  4: 

California _ 

2,804 
234 
69, 438 

13,  345 
46,  530 

14.  985 

.2 

2.0 

.1 

47.1 
9.0 

31.6 

10.2 

Colorado _ _ _ _ _ _ 

Idaho _ 

5.0 

1.0 

3.3 

1.1 

Nevada _ 

Utah _ _ _ 

Wyoming . __ . . . . 

Total _ _ _ ... _ _ 

147, 336 

10.6 

100.0 

Region  5: 

California _ _ _ _ _ _ 

239,  485 

17.2 

99.8 

Nevada . .  .  . . . . 

Oregon . . . . 

391 

.2 

Total _ _ _ _ 

239, 876 

17.2 

100.0 

.ttt  .a  !•<-)« 
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IMPLEMENTATION  OP  NATIONAL  FOREST  PROGRAM  RELATED  TO  1962  APPROPRIATION 


Oc Cobar  23,  1961 


Appropriation  Item 

1962 

Reconciling 

Adjustment  to 
National  Forest 

National  Forest 

Program 
Included  In 

: Amount  Needed 

Maximum  2J  For  Full 

Annual  Level  : Implementation 

n 

Total 

.  1963 

Total 

F . 

Total 

.  1964 

Total 

Total 

.  1965 

Total 

F.) 

Total 

.  1966 

Total 

F.) 

Total 

.  1967 

Total 

F. 

Total 

f.  1968 

Total 

F. 

Total 

Increase 

T.  1969 

Total 

Available 

F. 

Total 

Increase 

Y.  1970 

Total 

Available 

F. 

Total 

Increase 

Y.  1971 

Total 

Available 

F. 

Total 

Increase 

Y.  1972 

Total 

Avallshi. 

Col.  1 

Col.  2 

Col.  3 

Col.  4 

Col.  5 

Col.  6 

Col.  7 

Col.  8 

Col.  9 

Col.  10 

Col.  11 

Col.  12 

Col.  13 

Col.  14 

Col.  15 

Col.  16 

Col.  17 

Col.  18 

Col.  19 

FOREST  PROTECTION  AND  UTILIZATION: 

FOREST  LAND  MANACZMENT: 

National  forest  protection  and  management: 

Timber  resource  management: 

33.653.000 

1.893.000 

35.546.000 

1.893.000 

37.439.000 

1.893.000 

39.332.000 

1.897.000 

41.229.000 

Reforestation  and  stand  Improvement  . 

49.926.000 

49.926.000 

49.926.000 

49.926.000 

-61*. 000 

49.301.IM 

81.572.000 

3.707.000 

85.279.000 

3.707.000 

88.986.000 

3.707.000 

92.693.000 

3.687.000 

_ 96.380.000 

6.948,000 

201.000 

7.149.000 

200.000 

7.349.000 

200.000 

7.549.000 

200.000 

7.749.000 

240.000 

7 ,989.000 

Range  resource  managanent: 

319.000 

6.223.000 

319.000 

6.542.000 

319.000 

6.861.000 

319.000 

7.180.000 

297.000 

7.477.000 

2.976,000 

155.000 

3.131.000 

155.000 

3.286.000 

3.286.000 

3.286.000 

3.286.000 

3.286.000 

29.000 

- 3,315.000 

4.189.000 

417.000 

4,606.000 

417.000 

5.023.000 

27.000 

5.050.000 

27.000 

5.077.000 

27.000 

5.104.000 

41*00?- 

5.131.000 

-10.000 

5.121.000 

Soil  and  water  management  if . . . 

8.076.000 

1.575.000 

9,651.000 

1.575.000 

11.226,000 

145.000 

11.371.000 

145.000 

11.516.000 

145.000 

11.661.000 

145.000 

11.806.000 

48.000 

.  11.854.000 

10.444.000 

1,364,000 

11.808.000 

1.354.000 

13.162.000 

129.000 

13.291.000 

129.000 

13,420,000 

129.000 

13.549.000 

129.000 

13.678,000 

-17.000 

13.661.000 

Forest  fire  protection  . 

Structural  Improvements  for  fire  and  general  purpoees 
(construction  and  maintenance)  . 

28.559.000 

3,136.000 

31.695.000 

3,136,000 

34.831,000 

1.336.000 

36.167,000 

1.336.000 

37.503.000 

1.336.000 

38.839.000 

1.326.000 

40.165.000 

1.085.000 

41.250.000 

14.193.000 

1.232,000 

15,425.000 

1.232.000 

16.657.000 

1.232.000 

17.889.000 

347.000 

18.236.000 

350.000 

18.586.000 

344.000 

18.930.000 

341.000 

19.271.000 

301.000 

19.572.000 

1.050. 000 

1.050.000 

1.050,000 

1.050.000 

1.050.000 

1.050.000 

1.050.000 

1.050.000 

Subtotal,  National  forest  protection  and  management. 

Lesa  "Cooperative  Range  Improvements"  . 

Net,  National  forest  protection  and  management  . 

197.202,000 

30,839,000 

228,041,000 

30.829,000 

258.870,000 

8,104.000 

266.974.000 

8.106.000 

.275.080.000 

8.100.000 

283,180,000 

8.087.000 

291.267.000 

6.938.000 

298.205.000 

-700.000 

-700.000 

-700.000 

-700.000 

-700.000 

-700.000 

-700,000 

-700.000 

^oo.ooo 

21.494.000 

134.844.000 

30.856.000 

165.700.000 

30,802,000 

196,502.000 

30.839,000 

227,341.000 

30,829,000 

258.170,000 

8.104.000 

266.274.000 

8.106,000 

274.380.000 

8,100.000 

282.480.000 

8.087.000 

290.567.000 

6.938.000 

297.505.000 

Insect  and  disease  control: 

bli  c  t  1 

2.842.000 

630.700 

352.700 

2.564.000 

141.000 

2.705.000 

283,000 

2.988.000 

283.000 

3.271.000 

141.000 

3.412.000 

141.000 

3.553.000 

141.000 

3,694,000 

141.000 

3.835.000 

3.835.000 

3.835.000 

2.251,100 

-17.900 

5.239.000 

142.000 

5.381.000 

5,381,000 

5.381.000 

142.000 

5,523.000 

142,000 

5.665.000 

142.000 

5.807.000 

142.000 

5,949.000 

283.000 

6.232.000 

283.000 

6.515.000 

_ 

7.468.200 

10.350,000 

2.881.800 

334,800 

7.803.000 

283 . 000 

8.086.000 

283.000 

(  8.369.000 

283,000 

8.652,000 

283.000 

8,935,000 

283.000 

9.218.000 

283,000 

9,501,000 

283.000 

9.784.000 

283,000 

10.067.000 

283.000 

10.350.000 

300,000 

2/  8.125.000 

7.825.000 

1.625.000 

-1  1.925.000 

1.575,000 

2/  3,500,000 

1.575,000 

2/  5.075.000 

1.575.000 

2/  6,650.000 

1.575.000 

U  8.225.000 

2/  8.225.000 

y  8.225.000 

1/  8.225.000 

1/  8.225.000 

-100.000 

Z'  n.m.MQ 

144.572J QQQ 

32.714.000 

^.tto.aoo 

209.946.000 

32.697.000 

242.643.000 

32.687.000 

8.387.000 

8.389.000 

292.106.000 

_ 

100.489.000 

8.370.000 

308.859.000 

7.121.000 

315. *60. 000 

164.370.000 

119.350.000 

30.150.000 

75.170,000 

20.800.000 

95,970,000 

20.800.000 

116.770.000 

20.800.000 

137,570.000 

20.600.000 

158,170.000 

1.300,000 

159.470.000 

1.300.000 

160.770.000 

1.300.000 

162.070.000 

1.300.000 

163.370.000 

1.000.000 

164.370.000  ' 

(21,000.000) 

(10.980.000) 

(1.680,000) 

(11,700.000) 

(1.600.000) 

(13.300.000) 

(1.300.000) 

(14,600,000) 

(1,000.000) 

(15,600,000) 

(1.000.000) 

(16.600.000) 

(1,000.000) 

(17,600.000) 

(1.000.000) 

(18.600.000) 

(1.000.000) 

(19,600,000) 

(1.000.000) 

(20.600.000) 

(400.000) 

(21.000.000) 

(63.410^001 

.(19.200.000) 

(82.670.000) 

i 

e 

V 

© 

d 

(121,970.000), 

(19.600.000) 

(141.570.000) 

OQO.OQO). 

(14I.17Q.OQO). 

(142.170.000). 

- (3QQ.00P). 

(142.i7Q.000). 

ACQUISITION  OF  LANDS  FOR  NATIONAL  FORESTS,  SPECIAL  ACTS  .... 

10.000 

-  1Q.Q0Q- 

MaPtf 

_ 

10 -000 

1.7SQ,QQQ 

- 2.00Q.QQQ 

-2.000.000 

700»QQQ 

700-P0Q 

7QQ.Q00 

110, W 

issum* 

700.000  

TOTAL  APPROPRIATIONS  REQUIRED  FOR  NATIONAL  FOREST  PROGRAM  . . 

163,960,000 

3,138,200 

167,098,200 

481,060,000 

313,961,800 

55,353,800 

222,452,000 

51,514,000 

273,966,000 

53,460,000 

327,426,000 

53,497,000 

380,923,000 

53,287,000 

434,210,000 

9,687,000 

443,897,000 

9,689,000 

453,586,000 

9,683,000 

463,269,000 

9,670,000 

472,939,000 

8,121,000 

481,060,000 

1 /  f.  T.  1963  through  F.Y.  1972  amount*  reduced  by  $1,050,000  for  line  Item  of  "Rehabilitation  of  burns." 
2/  Reduced  $10,000  for  apeclal  acta. 
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STATE 


Idaho 

Montana 
S.  Dakota 
Washington 


Totol 


Colorado 

Nebraska 
S.  Dakota 
Wyoming 


Totol 


Arizona 

New  Mexico 


Totol 


California 

Colorado 

Idaho 

Nevada 

Utah 

Wyoming 


Total 


California 

Nevada 

Oregon 


Totol 


California 

Oregon 

Washington 


lotol 


Kentucky 

Maine 

N.  Hampshire 
Pennsylvania 
Vermont 
Virginia 
W.  Virginia 


Total 


Alabama 

Arkansas 

Florida 

Georgia 

Louisiana 

Mississippi 

N.  Carolina 

Oklahoma 

S.  Carolina 

Tennessee 

Texas 


RATIONAL  FOREST  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM-ROADS  AND  TRAILS-PISCAL  YEARS  1963-1972 


CONSTRUCTION  AND  RECONSTRUCTION 


TIMBER  ROADS 


Miles  $1,000 


2,610 


3,350 


633 


1,304 


2fi2 


1,760 


5,478 


11,462 


16,000 


158 

4 


28,715 


36,840 


4,185 


1,022 


-**064 


1,830 


13,042 


2.916 


76,689 


76,860 


1,528 


192,049 


94,423 


776 

20~ 


1,060 


3,005 


3,015 


170 

— W 


609 

181 


$1,000 


"57.  UT 


47,627 


5,409 


5.545 


11,697 


11,698 


23,395 


30,942 


5,784 


47,344 


1,783 


307,259 


1,387 

1,486 


1,660 


3,777 


2,379 


3,169 


10,776 

3,820 


Miles  51,000 


4,497 


JLxlZi 


2,414 


3,512 


128 


16,951 


7,338 


24,417 


185 

323 


9,594 


159,895 


23,449 


91 


6,567 


1,414 


43,984 


64,944 


182.700 


3,311 


393,812 


196,136 


595,259 


2,368 


1,502 

1,604 


14,003 


3,326 


11,552 


3,840 

5.448 


~T£T 


190 

894 


1,382 


4.4M 

8,145 


1,426 


14,256 


1,223 


3,298 


10,256 


6,024 


16,280 


12,903 


'  4.173 

19,666 


35,932 


19,089 


3,762 


676 

1,023 


1,184 


3,678 


26 

47 


$1,000 


17,252 

16,548 


1*Q36 


35.208 


47,123 


13,197 


65,394 


7,222 

10,460 


.  2.23Q 


12,384 


688 


1,320 


410 

730 


TOTAL  ROADS 


2,412 


~TJW 


8,075 


2LL 


291 


1,498 


-153. 


58,771 

72,320 


139.619 


8,169 


22,040 


44,340 


,.2^W 


11,685 


114.304 

347.372 


3.542 

7,342 


5,263 


3,979 

12,565 


452 

385 


1,964 


1,049 


1,049 


50 


$1,000 


2,2^9 


4,237 


Jul&Q 


2,970 


-1833 


3,482 


7,280 


3,900 


OCTOBER  I96| 


PROGRAM  COST 


— — — cpHS'T  h  aprnfts'T 

PURCH.  |  GOVt7  I 


PURCH.  |~ 

THOUSANDS 


GOV'T.  I  TOTAL" 


PURCH. 


TOTAL 

55v*tT 


36,840 


3,649 

14 


379 

1,022 


17,600 

76,689 


192,049 


288,000 


76,557 

637 


8,392 


,112.187 

-  45 r 268 


60,220 


233,467 


4,869 

584 


4,079 

3.717 


30,054 


12,565 


216.139 


84,491 


8,770 


23,662 


117,251 


2,906 


216 


73,262 


12,187 


43,764 


146,936 


288,259 


5,009 


4,197 


7.674 


5.501 


3,500 


8.500 

1.008 


1,225 


1,275 


3,927 


5,300 


19,386 


1,563 


28.000 


9,368 


36 


13,000 


5.880 


6,120 


12,000 


144 


9,218 


15,173 


2,073 


14,500 


27,915 


28,000 


21,927 


144 


1,200 

4,350 


13,145 


23.300 

41,574 


10,200 


32,215 


41,330 


7§*?40 


4,685 


1.304 


6,464 


3,055 

3.10? 


16,969 


3,664 

1*947 


-??-*?9Q 


90,348 


■  90.560 


72,703 


91,198 


760 


-i*7?8 


174.399 


90,210 

—331. 


9,364 


25.262 


51,148 


38,490 


89,638 


2,804 


234 


69,438 


13,345 


46,530 


14.J85 


147,336 


239,485 


391 


-239.876 


102,601 

315,600 


193 

,110 


385,592 


5.417 


4,455 


-Z.693 


40,054 


-14.433 


—752,639 


94,868 


9,847 


26,567 


131.651 


54,203 


41,595 


95.798 

3,124 


50,194 


16,932 


170,236 


329,833 


603 

330,436 


3,670 

466.829 

230,693 


701,192 


6,414 


750 


5,291 

-4,594 


10,668 


—1*886  . 


-41.184 


5,405 


4,903 


3,710 


6,497 


7,270 


5,306 


4,280 


5,378 


-4*3fl? 


1,732 


6,168 


348 

121 


Total 


-m 


662 


I  llinois 

Indiana 

Iowa 

Michigan 
Minnesota 
Missouri 
N.  Dakota 
Ohio 

Wisconsin 


3,900 


2,413 


30 


1,500 


259 

229 


2,196 

4,242 


286 

1,410 


5,781 

_9,014. 

1.682! 


2.917 


6,525 


290 


419 

30 


3j,847 

60,096 


60.586 


1,790 


5,060 


—675. 


6,043 


13,430 


950 


1,080^ 

964 


20,939 


19.410 

21,740 


Total 

Alaska 


1,820 


2,550 


13,773 


2,930 


6,446 


1,480 

rar 


15,593 

'22,147 


1,950 


42,900 


13,773 


7,239 


3,399 


-3.124 


26,064 


6,446 


26,228 


GRAND  TOTAL 


474,000 


21,942  691,049  54,870  1,165,049  8,500  203,830 


2,000 


2,000 


474,000 


1,212,479 


1,686,479 


*  GOVERNMENT  EXPENSE  INCLUDES  ALLOWANCE  FOR  SUPPLEMENTING  PURCHASER  CONSTRUCTION. 


1,603 


2.310 


2.323 


2,500 


250 


2,532 


261 


1.430 

1,960 


1,992 


3,820 


3,915 


13L 


3,500 


60,500 


181,500  242.000 


—7.426 

8,226 


369 

-163 


-1*932 


3.799 

7,834 


694 


4,400 


5,807 


36 


81,586 

2,260 


1,613 


17 .073 


29.728 


2.WQ 


1,393,979 


9,002 


5,988 


8.104 


1.943 


4,168 


6,501 


85,986 


1,625 


-24.736 


25.655 


-2*300- 


1,928,479 
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Development  program  for  the  national  forests — Road  and  trails,  fiscal  years 

1963-12- — -Continued 

[Dollars  in  thousands] 


Region  and  State 


Total  Government  construction,  reconstruction, 
and  maintenance 


Amount 


Percent  of 
national 
forest 
program 


Percent  of 
region 
program 


Average  an¬ 
nual  main¬ 
tenance 
expense 


Region  6: 

California - 

Oregon _ 

Washington _ 

Total _ 

Region  7: 

Kentucky . — 

Maine _ 

New  Hampshire. 

Pennsylvania _ 

Vermont _ 

Virginia _ 

West  Virginia— 

Total _ 

Region  8: 

Alabama _ 

Arkansas _ 

Florida - 

Georgia _ 

Louisiana _ 

Mississippi _ 

North  Carolina-. 

Oklahoma _ 

South  Carolina— 

Tennessee _ 

Texas _ 

Total _ 


$2. 106 
255, 394 
128. 092 


.2 

18.3 

9.2 


.6 

66.2 

33.2 


385.  592 


27.7 


100.0 


6, 243 

.4 

15.6 

728 

.1 

1.8 

5,151 

.4 

12.9 

5.  417 

.4 

13.5 

4,  455 

.3 

11.1 

10, 367 

.7 

25.9 

7,  603 

.6 

19.2 

40, 054 


2. 9  100. 0 


5,179 

.4 

16,  915 

1.2 

7. 426 

.5 

8,226 

.6 

5,850 

.4 

7,  688 

.6 

10,  930 

.8 

1,932 

.1 

3,799 

.3 

7,  834 

.6 

5,807 

.4 

6.3 
20.7 

9.1 
10.1 

7.2 

9.4 
13.4 

2.4 
4.7 
9.6 
7.1 


81,586 


5.9  100.0 


Region  9: 
Illinois-. 
Indiana. 
Iowa _ 


2, 260  .2  2. 9 

1,613  .1  2.0 


Michigan.. 
Minnesota. 
Missouri.  _ 


23, 995 

1.7 

30.5 

24,885 

1.8 

31.7 

7, 670 

.5 

9.8 

North  Dakota. 


Ohio _ 

Wisconsin. 


1,087  .1 

17, 073  1. 2 


1.4 

21.7 


Total _ 

Region  10: 

Alaska _ 

Territorial  region: 
Puerto  Rico— . 

Grand  total. 


78, 583 
29, 728 
2,000 
1,393,979 


5.6 

2.1 

.1 

100.0 


100.0 

100.0 

100.0 

100.0 


Senator  Metcalf.  Yes. 

Mr.  Baker.  We  will  be  happy  to  do  that,  sir. 

Senator  Metcalf.  Now’  I  just  want  to  go  into  one  more  thing. 

Mr.  Baker,  through  association  in  the  last  10  years  you  have  known 
of  my  interests  in  recreational  development,  and  I  am  sure  that  some 
of  you  remember  that  I  went  down  to  see  Mr.  McArdle  while  building 
a  road — the  figure  8  highway — in  western  Montana.  You  do  not  need 
to  write  this  down.  This  was  a  recreational  road.  And  he  asked 
me,  “Congressman” — I  was  a  Member  of  Congress  then — “can  you 
say  this  is  needed  for  insect  control?” 
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And  I  said,  “No.” 

“Is  this  an  important  logging  area?” 

“No,”  I  said. 

He  said,  “Well,  is  it  recreational?” 

I  said,  “Yes.” 

So  he  provided  that  region  1  would  build  the  road,  put  most  of  the 
funds  in  region  1  for  that  year,  which  seemed  to  me  to  be  completely 
out  of  balance. 

Now,  I  want  to  see  timber  access  roads  built,  and  I  commend  the 
Department  for  coming  up  here  and  recommending  an  increase  of 
$10  million  for  timber  access  roads  in  order  to  harvest  the  timber 
that  we  need  in  Montana. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  put  in  the  record  a  paragraph  from 
the  report  of  the  Chief  of  the  Forest  Service  on  “Timber  Salvage  by 
Advance  Roading.” 

Senator  McNamara.  Without  objection  it  will  be  inserted  at  this 
point. 

(The  material  referred  to  follows:) 


Timber  Salvage  by  Advance  Roading 


Current  mortality  on  some  3  million  acres  of  old-growth  Douglas-fir  timber- 
lands  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  approximates  1  billion  board  feet  annually.  Con¬ 
structing  roads  well  in  advance  of  final  harvest  is  economically  practicable  in 
many  stands,  according  to  a  newly  completed  study.  Interest,  maintenance 
charges,  and  depreciation  on  the  capital  outlay  for  such  roads  can  be  met  in  most 
cases  from  returns  obtained  from  timber  salvage.  The  principal  factors  affect¬ 
ing  net  returns  from  advance  roading  include  timber  quality  and  degree  of  stand 
decadence,  species  composition,  and  the  costs  of  salvage  logging  as  affected  by 
accessibility  and  salvable  volume. 

Senator  Metcalf.  I  also  want  to  see  access  recreational  roads  built 
in  areas  where  timber  access  roads  are  not  the  proper  roads  to  build 
or  are  not  available.  Do  you  have  any  program  for  the  development 
of  the  recreational  needs,  as  Mr.  Nelson  has  pointed  out,  that  are 
growing  so  rapidly  in  connection  with  forests  ? 

Mr.  Baker.  Yes,  sir;  we  do.  And  we  have  reported  favorably  on 
such  proposals. 

I  will  ask  Mr.  Nelson  to  go  into  detail  on  this  if  you  would  like  at 
this  point. 

Mr.  Nelson.  The  forest  roads  and  development  fund,  of  course,  is 
available  for  all  of  the  multiple  uses.  We  do  construct  a  good  many 
roads  that  are  suitable  for  development  of  individual  camping  grounds 
or  recreational  areas.  We  can  furnish  some  figures  as  to  what  part 
of  the  national  program  is  for  each  one  of  those  various  types  of 
uses.  About  17  percent  of  the  road  and  trail  part  of  the  national 
forest  program  is  based  upon  needs  for  roads  for  recreation. 

Senator  Metcalf.  I  notice  that  you  recommended  that  subsection  3 
be  amended  by  increasing  the  sum  of  $10  million  to  $20  million  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  but  you  made  no  recommenda¬ 
tion  for  future  years.  Do  you  think  that  merely  an  increase  of  $10 
million  in  the  next  fiscal  year  will  take  care  of  the  access  road 
program  ? 

Mr.  Baker.  On  page  5  of  Mr.  Nelson's  statement  he  points  out 
that — - 

For  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  authorizations  of  $70  million  and  $85  mil¬ 
lion.  respectively,  will  be  necessary  to  keep  the  program  on  schedule  and  pro¬ 
vide  the  access  needed  to  harvest  the  timber  cut  projected  for  these  years  and 
to  meet  critical  needs  for  fire  and  recreation  roads. 
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Senator  Metcalf.  Will  it  keep  it  on  schedule  ? 

Mr.  Baker.  That  is  our  understanding,  yes,  sir.  That  is  the  pro¬ 
jection  that  has  been  made.  Now,  whether  this  is  an  adequate  pro¬ 
jection  or  not  is  certainly  a  debatable  question. 

Mr.  Nelson.  Let  me  say  one  more  thing  about  recreational  roads 
if  I  may. 

Our  national  forest  program  does  not  consider  the  type  of  recrea¬ 
tional  highways  that  Congressman  Harris  spoke  of  here  today.  There 
are  a  number  of  those  types  of  high-grade  recreational  roads  for 
scenic  and  recreation  purposes  that  were  not  included  in  our  national 
forest  program. 

Senator  Metcalf.  I  understand. 

Mr.  Baker.  I  might  also  say,  Senator  Metcalf,  and  Mr.  Chairman, 
as  both  of  you  are  fully  aware,  both  the  President  of  the  United 
States  and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  have  put  very  high  emphasis 
on  priority  on  carrying  out  the  recommendations  of  the  Outdoor 
Recreational  Resources  Review  Commission,  among  which  is  the  much 
broader  access  by  our  increasing  urban  population  to  outdoor  recrea¬ 
tional  facilities,  which  means  adequate  roads  and  highways  to  make 
that  possible. 

Senator  Metcalf.  I  was  impressed  by  the  testimony  of  the  Senator 
from  Oklahoma  and  that  of  Congressman  Harris.  And  I  see  in  the 
audience  waiting  to  testify  Senator  Gore  of  Tennessee,  who  is  a 
former  member  of  this  committee  and  who  conducted  hearings  out 
West.  He  is  going  out  to  open  up  a  road  that  was  built,  recreational 
road,  and  a  road  that  is  not  covered  by  the  usual  pattern,  between 
Montana  and  Idaho  later  this  month.  And  as  I  understand  it.  money 
was  provided  from  public  lands  highway  funds  at  that  time  for  that 
road.  Would  that  be  a  fund  that  would  be  available  for  the  national 
forest  recreational  road  that  Congressman  Harris  testified  about? 

Mr.  Nelson.  You  are  correct,  Senator,  there  was  some  money  used 
on  that  road  from  public  lands  highway  funds.  There  was  also 
forest  highway  funds  used  on  it.  That  is  the  type  of  money  that 
Congressman  Harris  spoke  of  today. 

Yes,  this  is  a  possibility  for  this  recreational  road  in  Oklahoma 
and  Arkansas.  That  has  to  be  spent  on  public  lands.  It  is  not  avail¬ 
able  for  highways  that  are  constructed  on  private  lands. 

Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you  very  much,  gentlemen. 

Senator  Miller,  do  you  have  any  questions  or  comments  ? 

Senator  Miller.  Just  one  question,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Baker,  on  page  2  of  the  bill,  line  17,  subsection  3,  the  bill  pro¬ 
vides  for  an  additional  $10  million  for  fiscal  1963.  That  is  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  how  much  ? 

Mr.  Baker.  This  raises  $40  to  $50  million. 

Senator  Miller.  You  are  proposing  that  it  be  raised  from  $40  to 
$50  million? 

Mr.  Baker.  Yes,  sir. 

Senator  Miller.  Now,  on  page  3  of  Mr.  Nelson’s  testimony  lie 
refers  to  the  development  program  for  the  national  forests.  I  was 
not  privileged  to  be  a  member  of  the  committee  at  the  time  this 
program  came  out,  so  I  hope  you  will  forgive  my  question  if  it  sounds 
somewhat  basic. 
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Is  the  program  set  forth  in  terms  of  proposed  expenditures  by 
year? 

Mr.  Baker.  This  is  a  broad  program  covering  the  projected  uses 
at  management  levels  of  all  the  national  forest  resources  as  a  result 
of  the  interest  of  various  congressional  committees  that  were  set  up. 

Senator  Miller.  Do  you  have  actual  projected  detailed  expendi¬ 
ture  figures? 

Mr.  Nelson.  Yes,  we  do. 

Senator  Hayden  of  the  Appropriations  Committee  has  asked  for 
that  and  it  has  been  presented  to  Senator  Hayden. 

Senator  Miller.  What  does  that  show  for  1963  ? 

Mr.  Nelson.  It  shows  for  1963  $75  million.  But  this  gets  a  little 
complicated  because  we  have  another  road  fund  which  is  called  the 
10-percent  fund.  And  that  was  estimated  to  be  $11,700,000,  which 
then  would  require  from  the  appropriations,  $63,170,000. 

Senator  Miller.  And  in  1964  ? 

Mr.  Nelson.  In  1964  the  total  estimate  was  for  about  $96  million. 
The  estimated  10  percent  was  about  $13  million,  requiring  a  need  to 
meet  the  full  program  of  about  $82  million. 

Senator  Miller.  Then  as  I  follow  the  figures  you  have  given  us, 
even  if  we  added  $20  million  to  the  $40  million  for  1963,  we  would 
still  be  some  $3  million  short  ? 

Mr.  Nelson.  Yes. 

Senator  Miller.  And  for  fiscal  1964,  if  they  authorized  $70  million, 
we  are  going  to  be  about  $13  million  short  ? 

Mr.  Nelson.  Approximately. 

Now,  we  should  say  that  the  rest  of  the  program  has  not  been  fully 
financed  either.  What  we  are  saying  here  is  if  we  get  the  other  $20 
million  here  now,  it  will  put  the  road  program  in  balance  with  the 
rest  of  the  program. 

Senator  Miller.  But  with  respect  to  fiscal  1964,  we  are  not  going 
to  be  in  balance,  are  we  ? 

Mr.  Nelson.  That  depends  on  whether  the  rest  of  the  program  is 
fully  financed. 

Senator  Miller.  Well  we  are  certainly  going  to  be  short,  as  far  as 
the  scheduled  program,  in  this  development  program  as  far  as  the 
National  Forest  Service  is  concerned,  are  we  not  ? 

Mr.  Nelson.  Yes,  as  far  as  the  road  development  program,  it  would 
be  short  of  the  proposed  program.  Y es. 

Senator  Miller.  Well,  why  would  you  recommend  enactment  of 
this  bill  providing  for  only  $70  million  if  it  is  going  to  be  $13  million 
short  ? 

Mr.  Baker.  Senator,  as  you  know,  there  are  additional  elements 
that  must  always  go  into  the  fiscal  recommendations  with  respect  to 
all  worthy  and  meritorious  proposals.  This  is  true  of  all  of  the  pro¬ 
grams  of  Government.  The  decision  was  made  that  this  was  the 
amount  that  could  be  allocated  for  this  purpose. 

Senator  Miller.  I  am  sorry,  will  you  repeat  the  last  sentence  ? 

Mr.  Baker.  The  decision  is  that  this  is  the  amount  that  can  be 
allocated  to  this  purpose  based  on  both  the  meritorious  considerations 
of  this  proposal,  and  the  framework  of  the  national  overall  budget 
and  other  claims  on  the  budget  itself. 

Senator  Miller.  At  this  time  ? 
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Mr.  Baker.  Yes,  sir.  This  does  not  foreclose  further  exploration 
and  study  under  what  might  be  the  then  status  of  fiscal  affairs  a  year 
from  now,  2  years  from  now,  or  10  years  from  now. 

Senator  Miller.  Well,  is  it  possible  that  a  new  bill  would  come  in 
next  year  which  would  read  about  like  this  one  except  for  starting 
on  line  17  it  would  say  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  an 
additional  $13  million  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964? 

Mr.  Baker.  How  much  did  you  say  ? 

Senator  Miller.  $13  million.  We  have  been  talking  about  a  short¬ 
age  here  because,  as  I  understood  Mr.  Nelson,  under  the  program 
scheduling  $83  million  would  be  required  for  fiscal  1964,  whereas  only 
$70  million  is  being  authorized  in  this  bill.  And  I  am  wondering  if  in 
view  of  what  you  have  just  said  we  might  expect  another  bill  next  year 
which  would  ask  for  $13  million  additional. 

Mr.  Baker.  This  is  possible,  sir,  but  not  predictable  at  this  time. 
As  of  now  it  will  appear  that  our  recommendation  is  the  appropriate 
one. 

Mr.  Nelson.  There  is  one  other  thing  we  might  say  about  that. 

I  pointed  out,  in  my  testimony,  that  the  timber  operators  build 
certain  roads,  paid  for  through  the  timber-appraisal  system.  When 
we  are  not  up  to  our  full  amount  of  roads  that  we  think  the  Govern¬ 
ment  should  build,  we  then  have  to  require  the  operators  to  build 
more  by  the  timber-sale  procedure  than  we  would  otherwise.  And 
that  is  how  we  stay  on  top  of  the  timber-sales  business^  without  hav¬ 
ing  the  full  authorization. 

Senator  Miller.  I  appreciate  that  comment,  but  I  must  say  that 
at  this  point  I  am  a  little  concerned  about  what  appears  to  be  the  lack 
of  firmness  that  exists  in  this  development  program  for  the  national 
forests,  as  far  as  expenditures  are  concerned.  Now  am  I  wrong  in  my 
reaction  to  this?  Is  this  just  kind  of  a  rough  estimate,  or  is  it  sup¬ 
posed  to  be  a  pretty  firm  program  ? 

Mr.  Baker.  No,  sir;  this  is  a  firm  program,  based  on  a  projection 
as  to  what  would  be  a  proper  and  good  thing  to  do  in  connection — 
in  considering  the  national  forest  principles,  goals,  and  purposes.  It 
must,  however,  as  time  goes  along,  be  related  also  to  the  national  fiscal 
structure  and  the  budget  structure.  So  that  it  is  like  all  plans;  if  it 
is  a  good  plan  it  is  flexible  enough  to  sit  each  year  as  it  comes  along 
instead  of  being  fixed  on  the  basis  of  past  known  facts,  dirsegarding 
new  facts  that  may  come  into  the  picture.  You  would  not  insist,  sir, 
that  we  draw  a  line  through  the  next  three  centuries  and  insist  that, 
based  on  current  knowledge,  we  follow  that  fixed  pattern  even  though 
we  do  possess  knowledge  that  might  indicate  a  better  way  of  carrying 
out  something.  It  is  only  to  this  extent  that  I  am  suggesting  this  is 
a  flexible  project,  or  document,  not  in  the  sense  that  it  is  not  a  firm 
base,  firm  set  of  figures  based  on  that  knowledge. 

Senator  Miller.  Perhaps  I  can  illustrate  this  point  by  asking  you 
whether  or  not  you,  or  someone  in  your  office,  testified  before  this 
committee  a  year  ago,  for  example,  that  the  $40  million  which  was  in 
the  authorization  bill  for  1963  was,  at  that  time,  your  recommenda¬ 
tion,  even  though  it  fell  short  by  some  $23  million,  or  $22  million  if  I 
follow  Mr.  Nelson’s  figures  correctly,  the  schedule  in  the  development 
program  of  the  national  forests  ? 

Mr.  Baker.  We  can  provide  that  for  the  record;  yes,  sir. 
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Senator  Miller.  Sir  ? 

Mr.  Baker.  We  could  provide  that  for  the  record;  yes,  sir.  I  do 
not  have  last  year’s  hearings  before  me. 

Senator  Miller.  Well,  might  I  ask  that  that  be  supplied? 

Senator  McNamara.  'Without  objection  it  will  be  provided  for  the 
record  in  answer  to  the  Senator’s  request. 

( The  information  referred  to  follows :) 

Answer  to  Senator  Miller’s  Questions 

The  $40  million  for  fiscal  year  1963,  referred  to  by  Senator  Miller,  was  author¬ 
ized  in  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1960.  Hearings  on  this  were  held  in 
1960.  The  Department  of  Agriculture  made  no  recommendation  regarding  the 
authorization.  The  10-year  development  program  for  the  national  forests  was 
submitted  to  the  Congress  on  September  21,  1961.  It,  therefore,  was  not  avail¬ 
able  for  reference  at  the  time  of  the  hearing. 

Senator  Miller.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  Metcalf.  Will  the  Senator  from  Iowa  yield  ? 

Senator  Miller.  Yes,  indeed. 

Senator  Metcalf.  I  think  Mr.  Nelson  brought  out  a  very  important 
point  when  he  said  if  there  is  a  deficit  it  can  be  taken  care  of  by 
this  business  of  appraisals  and  by  the  private  operators  building  the 
roads.  And  that  is  just  what  we  are  trying  to  get  away  from.  The 
roads  that  have  been  built  by  the  lumber  operators  are  inadequate. 
The  roads  that  the  lumber  operators  build  require  that  they  have 
separate  machinery,  so  that  small  operators  do  not  have  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  get  in  and  bid  on  small  plots.  And  they  are  not  used  for 
access  to  recreational  areas.  And  of  course  we  need  access  roads  to 
tap  the  most  distant  areas  sometimes  when  the  timber  is  maturing  so 
we  have  proper  conservation  and  proper  harvesting.  And  we  are  try¬ 
ing  to  get  away  from  all  that.  So  it  is  no  answer  to  tell  us  here  today 
that,  well,  if  we  do  not  have  enough  money  for  the  access-roads  pro¬ 
gram  we  can  go  back  to  the  old  system  that  has  proven  so  unsatis¬ 
factory  and  inefficient. 

Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you  very  much,  gentlemen. 

Senator  Miller.  Mr.  Chairman? 

Senator  McNamara.  Go  right  ahead. 

Senator  Miller.  With  respect  to  that  inclusion  in  the  record,  might 
I  request  that  that  be  included  just  prior  to  the  comments  of  the 
Senator  from  Montana  ? 

Senator  McNamara.  I  am  sure  the  record  will  reflect  that  is  the 
proper  place  for  the  insertion  because  that  was  the  order  in  which  it 
came  up. 

Thank  you  again,  gentlemen. 

Mr.  Baker.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  McNamara.  Now  we  have  several  distinguished  Senators 
who  have  been  waiting  for  quite  a  while  and  we  want  to  hear  from 
them  at  this  time.  I  hesitate  to  make  a  choice  between  two  of  our 
great  States  in  calling  on  these  representatives  of  Tennessee  and  North 
Carolina,  but  since  the  witness  list  reflects  that  the  State  of  Tennessee 
comes  before  the  State  of  North  Carolina,  I  will  fall  back  on  the 
list  here,  and  ask  the  distinguished  Senators  from  Tennessee  to  pro¬ 
ceed  in  their  own  manner. 
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Senator  Kefauver.  Mr.  Chairman  and  colleagues  of  the  committee, 
I  am  very  proud  to  be  associated  with  my  distinguished  colleague, 
Senator  Gore,  and  our  distinguished  colleagues,  the  Senators  Ervin 
and  Jordan,  in  sponsorship  of  an  amendment  to  S.  3136,  which  is  for 
the  authorization  of  building  a  road  from  Tellico  Plains,  Tenn.,  to 
Pobbinsville,  N.C.,  opening  up  the  largest  area  of  natural  forests  east 
of  the  Mississippi,  for  the  attraction  and  enjoyment  of  the  people  of 
this  Nation.  This  has  been  much  discussed,  has  been  worked  out,  and 
has  received  a  most  favorable  report,  from  the  Forest  Service.  And 
this  is  a  matter  of  great  importance  to  all  of  us,  and  to  the  Congress¬ 
men  from  both  States  who  are  interested  and  who  have  filed  bills. 

I  have  here  a  summary  of  some  facts  about  this  project,  and  also  a 
statement  which  I  would  like  to  have  treated  as  read  in  the  record 
at  this  point. 

Senator  McNamara.  Without  objection  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  summary  and  statement  referred  to  follow :) 

Outline  foe  Senator  Kefauver  for  Use  at  Hearing  Before  Senate  Public 

Works  Committee  on  the  Cherokee  Road  (Tellico  Plains  to  Robbins- 

ville,  N.C.) 

Attached  hereto  is  a  copy  of  a  statement  I  have  prepared  for  you  to  submit 
for  the  record.  It  contains  a  full  statement  of  the  facts  on  the  road.  Sum¬ 
marized  briefly,  the  facts  are : 

1.  Length  of  road  is  approximately  50  miles,  from  Tellico  Plains,  Tenn.  to 
Robbinsville,  N.C. 

2.  The  road  runs  through  the  Cherokee  Forest  in  Tennessee  and  the  Nantahala 
National  Forest  in  North  Carolina. 

3.  It  would  cost  about  $5  to  $6  million. 

4.  You  introduced  an  amendment  along  with  Senators  Gore,  Irvin,  and  Jordan 
(attached  hereto)  to  the  highway  bill  to  authorize  this  money  for  the  road. 

5.  The  road  is  needed  because  the  area  of  national  forest  through  which  it 
runs  is  presently  inaccessible  and  contains  mountains,  streams,  lakes,  and  other 
fine  tourist  and  campers  attractions.  These  natural  wonders  go  largely  unap¬ 
preciated  because  people  can’t  get  to  them. 

6.  The  cost  of  the  road  would  be  paid  back  to  the  Government  in  increased 
gasoline  and  oil  taxes  on  the  traveling  public. 

7.  The  Forest  Service,  in  just  the  last  week  or  two,  has  issued  a  favorable 
survey  report  on  the  project  in  which  they  say  it  is  feasible  and  desirable. 

8.  This  is  the  area  which  has  been  publicized  by  the  use  of  the  “Wagon  Train” 
every  year  in  early  July.  Dozens  of  covered  wagons  and  horsemen  travel  the 
route  into  the  Cherokee  and  Nantahala  Forest. 

9.  The  witnesses  and  congressional  supporters  are : 

(1)  W.  E.  Michael,  Tennessee. 

(2)  Herbert  Bates,  Tennessee. 

(3)  Charles  Hall,  Tennessee. 

(4)  Ted  Jordan,  North  Carolina. 

(5)  Wallace  Hyde,  North  Carolina. 

(6)  Senators  Gore,  Irvin  and  Jordan  (cosponsors  with  you  of  the  legis¬ 
lation).  ,  ,  . 

(7)  Congressman  Roy  Taylor  of  North  Carolina,  who  introduced  a  similar 

bill  on  the  House  side. 
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[S.  3136,  87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

AMENDMENT  Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Kefauver  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Gore,  Mr.  Ervin,  and  Mr.  Jordan)  to  the  bill  (S.  3136)  to  authorize  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  for  the  construction  of  certain 
highways  in  accordance  with  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code,  and  for 
other  purposes,  viz :  On  page  3,  beginning  with  line  10,  strike  out  all  through 
line  12  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following : 

(8)  For  public  lands  highways,  $5,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1964,  of  which  $2,500,000  is  for  a  highway  between  Tellico  Plains,  Tennessee,  and 
Robbins ville,  North  Carolina,  and  $5,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1965,  of  which  $2,500,000  is  for  such  highway  between  Tellico  Plains,  Tennessee, 
and  Robbinsville,  North  Carolina. 


Statement  of  Senator  Estes  Kefauver  (Democrat,  Tennessee)  Favoring  the 

Construction  of  a  Road  From  Tellico  Plains,  Tenn.,  to  Robbinsville, 

N.C. 

Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  indeed  a  pleasure  to  appear  before  the  Public  Roads  Sub¬ 
committee  of  the  Public  Works  Committee  this  morning  in  behalf  of  a  project 
which  is  very  important  to  me  and  to  the  people  of  my  State,  Tennessee,  and  our 
neighbor,  North  Carolina.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  project  to  which  I  refer,  a 
road  connecting  Tellico  Plains,  Tenn.,  and  Robbinsville,  N.C.,  would  benefit 
through  a  large  increase  in  tourists  a  wide  section  of  the  southeastern  part  of 
the  United  States.  The  implications  for  the  tourist  industry,  especially  the 
hotels  and  motels,  gas  and  service  stations,  restaurants  and  sports  equipment 
stores,  would  be  beneficial  I  am  sure  in  such  adjoining  States  as  Georgia, 
Kentucky,  and  South  Carolina,  as  well  as  to  the  two  terminal  States,  Tennessee 
and  North  Carolina. 

The  reason  I  have  such  confidence  in  the  potential  economic  and  recreational 
benefits  of  the  proposed  road  is  that  it  would  provide  access  into  the  largest  area 
of  national  forests  east  of  the  Mississippi,  an  area  that  is  largely  undeveloped, 
inaccessible,  and  unvisited  by  America’s  tourists,  campers,  and  outdoor  recrea¬ 
tion  seekers.  This  phenomenon  is  all  the  more  unusual  because  this  vast  and 
unused  land  is  just  south  of  the  Great  Smoky  Mountain  National  Park,  which 
today  has  become  one  of  the  most  overcrowded  tourist  areas  of  the  Nation.  I 
am  told  that  on  a  Sunday  afternoon  the  traffic  in  and  around  the  Great  Smoky 
Mountain  National  Park  is  so  dense  that  many  people  give  up  the  idea  of  a  trip 
to  the  park  rather  than  become  entangled  in  the  long  lines  of  automobiles  and 
the  traffic  jams. 

To  me,  it  seems  quite  obvious  that  under  such  circumstances  any  reasonable 
alternative  to  these  crowded  park  conditions  should  be  carefully  explored  and 
developed,  if  it  proves  to  be  economically  justifiable  and  otherwise  feasible. 

It  is  also  obvious  to  me  that  the  road  we  are  discussing  this  morning  is  just 
such  a  feasible  project,  from  both  the  economic  and  engineering  standpoint. 

This  conclusion  of  feasibility  is  not  merely  the  view  of  the  congressional 
representatives  of  the  areas  affected,  or  the  local  people.  The  Department  of 
Agriculture,  Forest  Service,  in  a  preliminary  reconnaissance  report  entitled 
“Cherokee  and  Nantahala  National  Forests,  Tellico-Robbinsville  Highway  in 
Tennessee  and  North  Carolina”  has  done  a  beautiful  job  of  outlining,  describing, 
and  endorsing  the  road  in  its  entirety.  This  report  will  be  submitted  by  the 
other  witnesses  for  the  record.  I  merely  wish  to  point  out  in  passing  that  the 
Forest  Service  has  given  the  project  a  most  enthusiastic  and  comprehensive 
endorsement.  This,  I  believe,  should  be  carefully  weighed  by  the  subcommittee 
in  considering  the  benefits  of  this  road  in  comparison  with  the  costs  involved. 

I  would  also  like  to  mention  to  the  subcommittee  that  this  most  important 
road  is  not  a  new  or  recent  idea  either  to  the  congressional  delegation  or  the 
local  people  assembled  here  today.  This  road  has  been  discussed,  planned,  and 
promoted  for  5  or  6  years,  and  many  of  these  witnesses  here  today  have  been 
in  touch  with  me  for  several  years  as  we  planned  and  worked  together  to  build 
our  case  for  the  approval  of  this  fine  roadway.  Earlier  this  year,  when  the 
Forest  Service  budget  was  under  consideration  by  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Committee,  many  of  the  same  witnesses  here  today  testified  in  favor  of  the 
project  and  later,  in  its  report,  the  Appropriations  Committee  noted  that  “a 
strong  and  convincing  presentation  was  made  to  the  committee  for  funds  to 
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construct  a  road  linking  the  Cherokee  National  Forest  in  North  Carolina. 
Lack  of  authorization  prevented  committee  consideration  of  the  proposal.  It  is 
the  committee’s  hope  that  a  request  for  authorization  will  be  placed  before  ap¬ 
propriate  legislative  committees  for  attention.” 

To  provide  the  needed  authorization,  on  May  9,  1962,  I  introduced  along  with 
Senators  Gore,  Ervin,  and  Jordan  an  amendment  to  S.  3136,  the  highway  bill, 
to  authorize  the  appropriation  of  $2%  million  in  fiscal  year  1964  and  an  identical 
amount  in  fiscal  year  1965,  for  the  construction  of  the  Tellico  Plains-Robbinsville 
Road. 

With  the  hearing  on  this  amendment  this  morning,  all  the  preliminary  work¬ 
planning,  hearings,  survey  reports  and  legislation  which  has  been  going  on  for 
so  long,  has  finally  culminated.  The  authorization  legislation  is  before  you. 
Highly  competent  witnesses  will  explain  the  project  in  detail  and  as  previously 
mentioned,  the  feasibility  report  of  the  independent  and  disinterested  Forest 
Service  speaks  in  favor  of  the  road. 

All  that  remains  is  for  me  to  ask  your  most  careful  and  sympathetic  considera¬ 
tion  of  this  unusual  highway  project  which  will  open  up  vast  new  areas  of 
beautiful,  primitive  forests,  mountains,  streams,  and  lakes  for  millions  of 
Americans  seeking  wholesome  outdoor  recreation. 

Senator  Kefauver.  The  Governor  of  Tennessee  has  designated  Mr. 
Herbert  Bates,  chief  urban  engineer,  Tennessee  Department  of  High¬ 
ways,  to  testify  on  behalf  of  the  State  of  Tennessee  in  this  matter.  And 
with  Mr.  Bates,  from  Tennessee,  we  have  Mr.  W.  E.  Michael,  who 
has  been  appointed  by  the  Governor,  and  who  is  head  of  a  mission. 
They  have  been  very  active  putting  on  the  “wagon-train”  across  the 
mountains  for  many,  many  years.  And,  Mr.  Charles  Hall  from  Tellico 
Plains  is  also  here.  He  has  been  very  interested  in  this.  And  this  is 
in  my  native  county  insofar  as  the  Tennessee  end  of  it  is  concerned. 

We  do  hope  this  committee  will  act  favorably  on  this  bill.  This  is 
entirely  a  nonpartisan  matter. 

Mr.  Michael,  I  will  say  to  my  colleague  from  Iowa,  is  one  of  my 
best  friends,  but  he  is  a  leading  Republican  down  there.  Everyone  is 
interested  in  this  very  fine,  justifiable  project,  and  I  hope  it  will  be 
approved. 

Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Gore,  won’t  you  be  seated  ? 

STATEMENT  OE  HON.  ALBERT  GORE,  TJ.S.  SENATOR  FROM  THE 

STATE  OF  TENNESSEE 

Senator  Gore.  Thank  you,  but  I  might  talk  too  long. 

Senator  McNamara.  All  right,  we  will  be  glad  to  have  you  stand. 
[Laughter.] 

Senator  Gore.  I  concur  with  the  statements  of  my  senior  colleague. 
I  would  like  to  add  thereto  that  this  proposed  road,  or  trail,  would 
pass  through  one  of  the  most  beautiful  mountainous  national  forests 
that  this  or  any  other  country  has.  This  is  an  area  which  more  people 
visit,  by  the  hundreds  of  thousands,  than  the  Yellowstone  National 
Park.  The  Great  Smoky  Mountain  area  is  within  a  day’s  drive  of 
one-half  the  people  of  the  United  States.  Perhaps  that  is  one  reason 
why  the  Great  Smoky  Mountain  National  Park  area  has  more  visitors 
now  than  any  other  of  our  national  park  areas  by  far.  This  would 
open  access  to  an  area  of  unexcelled  beauty. 

I  would  remind  the  committee  that  when  it  was  my  privilege  to 
serve  as  a  member  of  this  subcommittee,  and  its  chairman,  I,  as  other 
members  did,  lent  a  sympathetic  ear  to  programs  of  development  in 
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the  national  interest.  And  if  it  is  in  the  national  interest,  of  course 
it  is  in  the  local  interest,  and  vice  versa.  I  will  not  trespass  further 
on  the  time  as  there  are  witnesses  here  who  know  far  more  about  the 
details  of  the  proposal  than  I. 

I  thank  the  committee. 

Senator  McNamara.  I  want  to  thank  you,  Senator  Gore,  for  being 
here  and  presenting  the  people  from  your  State.  And,  of  course,  I 
do  not  want  to  miss  this  opportunity  to  say  that  when  you  were  in  my 
position  here  as  chairman  of  this  Subcommittee  on  Roads,  I  was  one 
of  the  members  of  your  committee  and  I  profited  a  great  deal  from 
your  leadership  and  guidance. 

Senator  Gore.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  wish  I  could  have  a  vote 
here  right  now.  You  cast  my  vote.  [Laughter.] 

Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you. 

Senator  Metcalf  ? 

Senator  Metcalf.  Mr.  Chairman,  Senator  Gore  came  out  to  west¬ 
ern  Idaho  when  he  was  chairman  of  this  subcommittee,  and  made  a 
break  through  on  the  Lewis  and  Clark  Highway,  that  Lewis  and  Clark 
traversed  more  than  150  years  ago.  And  this  year,  as  I  mentioned  a 
few  moments  ago,  Senator  Gore  is  going  out  to  open — to  help  open 
that  road.  I  know  that  Senator  Church  and  I  are  very,  very  grate¬ 
ful  for  this  assistance  in  accomplishing  that,  and  he  certainly  has  my 
assistance  in  accomplishing  his  aims. 

Senator  Gore.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  road  to  which  Senator  Metcalf  has  referred  is 
through  the  Lolo  Pass  in  the  Bitterroot  Mountains.  It  connects  Mis¬ 
soula,  Mont.,  with  Lewiston,  Idaho.  I  traveled  part  of  it  by  foot  and 
automobile  and  viewed  it  by  plane.  It  saves,  Senator,  as  much  as  500 
miles  of  travel.  People  were  having  to  go  200  miles  to  vote.  And 
here  was  a  natural  passage  through  the  mountains.  Why  it  had  been 
avoided  for  150  years,  why  the  development  had  been  avoided  for  150 
years,  I  cannot  see.  It  is  now  going  to  be  open,  with  the  support  of 
Senator  Metcalf,  Senator  Mansfield,  Senator  Church,  and  the  late 
Senator  Dworshak. 

And  this  opens  up  an  area  for  the  entire  Northwest,  Oregon  and 
Washington  being  equally  interested.  So  I  am  happy  that  this  de¬ 
velopment  has  come  about  and  I  appreciate  your  reciprocation. 

Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you  Senator. 

Senator  Miller.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  might  just  comment  that  upon 
learning  from  the  distinguished  senior  Senator  of  Tennessee  that  his 
great  State  is  developing  into  a  two-party  State,  my  friendly  ears  are 
opened  a  little  wider. 

Senator  McNamara.  We  will  try  not  to  let  that  prejudice  your  case. 
Go  right  ahead. 

Senator  Kefatjver.  Yes.  However,  I  want  to  say,  regretfully,  the 
county  where  Mr.  Michael  and  I  come  from,  where  I  originally  came 
from,  is  two  pai-ty,  but  from  my  viewpoint  it  is  predominant  the  wrong 
way.  [Laughter.] 

Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you  very  much. 

At  this  time  we  will  hear  from  the  Senators  from  North  Carolina, 
who  have  been  very  patient,  Senators  Ervin  and  Jordan. 
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STATEMENT  OE  HON.  SAM  J.  ERVIN,  JR.,  U.S.  SENATOR  FROM  THE 
STATE  OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 

Senator  Ervin.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  the 
Office  of  the  Regional  Forester  for  the  Southern  Region  has  made  a 
very  tine  presentation  of  the  whole  situation  connected  with  this  road; 
in  order  that  the  committee  might  have  the  benefit  of  it  I  would  like 
to  put  the  statement  of  the  regional  forester  into  the  record. 

Senator  McNamara.  Without  objection  it  will  be  inserted  in  the 
record  at  this  point. 

(The  report  referred  to  follows :) 

Tellico  Plains-Robbinsville  Highway,  Cherokee  and  Nantaiiala  Nation  at. 

Forests,  Tenn.  and  N.C. 

INTRODUCTION 

Public  minded  individuals  in  eastern  Tennessee  and  western  north  Carolina 
have  been  ardent  supporters  for  several  years  of  public  recreation  developments 
in  the  area  between  Tellieo  Plains,  Tenn.  and  Rdbbinsville,  N.C.  In  1936,  the 
Joyce  Kilmer  Memorial  Forest  was  designated  to  preserve  an  area  of  primitive 
beauty  typical  of  the  southern  Appalachians.  For  the  past  4  or  5  years,  the 
Wagon  Train  has  toured  this  area  in  early  July.  Over  100  wagons  and  approxi¬ 
mately  200  horsemen  make  this  tripeach  year  for  the  purpose  of  viewing  the  many 
scenic  attractions  available  here.  The  U.S.  Forest  Service  has  agreed  with 
local  groups  on  the  desirability  of  this  project,  but  there  have  been  no  funds 
to  develop  a  project  of  this  magnitude. 

The  proposed  Tellico-Robbinsville  Road  will  create  an  important  tourist  at¬ 
traction  by  opening  up  large  areas  having  unusual  scenic,  historical,  botanical, 
and  geological  significance.  Extensive  new  areas  will  be  made  available  for 
camping,  picnicking,  sightseeing,  hunting,  and  fishing.  This  project  will  also 
boost  the  economies  of  local  communities  already  realizing  increasing  benefits 
from  the  recreational  resources  of  the  national  forests. 

Single-track,  low  standard,  access  roads  presently  follow  more  than  half  the 
general  location  of  the  proposed  route.  Even  these  narrow  graded  roads  attract 
thousands  of  visitors  each  year  who  come  to  view  the  magnificent  scenery.  Fall 
color  tours  are  especially  popular,  attracting  people  from  much  of  the  Southeast. 
Abundance  of  deer  on  the  mountain  is  especially  attractive  to  hunters.  This 
area  is  one  of  the  best  wild  boar  spots  in  the  United  States.  The  western 
part  of  North  Carolina  offers  a  large  and  unusual  variety  of  plants. 

Construction  of  this  scenic  highway  will  achieve  many  of  the  objectives  of 
the  multiple-use  program  of  the  Cherokee  and  Nantahala  National  Forests  by 
providing  access  for  intensive  development  of  the  natural  resources  involved. 

GENERAL  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  ROUTE 

The  proposed  Tellico-Robbinsville  Road  will  extend  for  approximately  47.8 
miles  through  the  Cherokee  National  Forest  in  Tennessee  and  the  Nantahala 
National  Forest  in  North  Carolina.  Its  western  terminus  will  be  Tellieo  Plains, 
Tenn.,  and  the  road  will  extend  in  a  general  easterly  course  to  a  junction  with 
Forest  Highway  No.  37  near  Robbinsville,  N.C. 

The  47.8-mile  drive  rises  from  an  elevation  of  890  feet  at  Tellieo  Plains  to 
a  maximum  height  of  4,320  feet  at  Stratton  Gap,  where  it  crosses  into  North 
Carolina.  From  this  point,  it  will  descend  along  a  gentle  grade  through  the 
headwaters  of  Big  Santeetlah  Creek,  passing  through  Santeetlah  Gap,  and 
then  eastwardly  across  West  Buffalo  and  Big  Snowbird  Creeks,  skirting  the 
shoreline  of  Lake  Santeetlah,  to  a  junction  with  Forest  Highway  No.  37  near 
Robbinsville,  N.C. 

LOCATION  AND  EVALUATION  CRITERIA 

This  outstanding  scenic  route  will  incorporate  the  following  basic  elements : 

1.  The  proposed  location  follows  ridge  tops  and  streams  as  closely  as  possible 
to  provide  and  protect  the  most  scenic  attractions. 
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2.  Proximity  and  access  to  well-designed  vistas  and  parking  facilities  for  ob¬ 
servation  of  panoramic  views  or  other  areas  of  special  interest  will  receive  care¬ 
ful  study  in  determining  final  road  location. 

3.  Attractive  vistas,  picnic  areas,  and  campgrounds  will  be  planned  and  de¬ 
veloped  along  the  road  where  feasible. 

4.  Intersecting  access  roads  will  connect  with  other  recreational  attractions  on 
the  forests. 

5.  Provide  safe  travel  at  a  reasonable  rate  of  speed.  Fall  colors  and  spring 
flowers  can  be  expected  to  attract  several  times  the  normal  number  of  visitors. 

6.  Provide  better  access  through  the  areas  now  famous  for  bear  and  boar  hunt¬ 
ing  in  both  States. 

7.  Provide  clean,  natural  appearing  roadsides  free  from  unsightly  commercial 
signing. 

8.  Serve  to  carry  out  many  of  the  objectives  of  the  national  forests’  multiple- 
use  program  by  providing  needed  access  for  intensive  development  of  the  natural 
resources  involved. 

DETAILED  DESCRIPTION  OF  THE  ROUTE 

Mile  0  Tellico  Plains,  Tenn. — A  mountain  town  of  approximately  1,500  popula¬ 
tion,  situated  on  the  waters  of  Tellico  River  where  it  emerges  from  a  deep  gorge 
into  a  vast  flat  plain.  This  has  been  the  assembly  point  for  the  now  famous 
“Wagon  Train”  that  annually  leaves  Tellico  Plains  and  travels  up  the  Tellico 
River,  across  the  Unicoi  Mountains  into  North  Carolina. 

Mile  12,  point  1. — Forest  Service  area  No.  29.0  planned  for  30  camping  and 
picnic  sites. 

Mile  l'f,  point  2. — Site  of  the  proposed  120-acre  lake  on  Flats  Creek.  The 
stream  study  and  preliminary  engineering  data  is  complete  for  this  project. 
There  are  44  acres  at  this  lake  site  which  can  easily  be  developed  to  accommo¬ 
date  many  picnic  or  camping  units. 

Mile  15,  point  5. — Forest  Service  area  No.  28.0.  Proposed  40-acre  picnic  and 
campground  site. 

Mile  15.S,  point  //. — At  junction  with  present  Forest  Service  Road  No.  35. 
Turn  left — travel  1  mile  into  the  area  on  the  south  side  of  the  lake  site  which 
consists  of  105  acres  suitable  for  forest-type  recreational  development,  either 
campgrounds  or  picnic  sites.  The  remainder  of  the  potential  area  for  recrea¬ 
tional  development  around  and  on  the  lake  consists  of  137  acres  suitable  for 
camping  and  picnicking  sites,  13  acres  for  boating  sites  and  10  acres  for 
swimming. 

Mile  15.5. — Turn  left  on  Poorest  Service  Road  No.  35  and  travel  about  4  miles 
through  beautiful  forested  areas  planned  for  recreational  development,  past  a 
propsed  observation  point  overlooking  Citico  Creek  Gorge,  to  one  exiting  11- 
family  unit  campground  point  4a.  This  site  afforts  good  swimming  in  Citico 
Creek,  and  is  a  picturesque  stream-side  recreation  spot. 

Mile  18,  point  5. — Turkey  Creek  Mountain.  Good  possibilities  for  builtdn  ob¬ 
servation  sites  overlooking  the  Tellico  River  watershed. 

.If  tie  20,  point  6. — Hemlock  Knob,  elevation  4,019  feet,  can  be  reached  by  hiking 
along  a  trail  for  about  one-quarter  mile.  This  point  affords  a  magnificent  view 
of  the  surrounding  country. 

Mile  21,  point  7. — Grassy  Gap,  a  beautiful  15-acre  campground  and  picnic 
site  astride  Sassafras  Ridge. 

Mile  2-i,  point  8. — Falls  Branch  scenic  area.  This  is  a  178-acre  natural  area 
that  has  been  left  as  God  made  it.  A  short  walk  among  large  trees,  dense  rhodo¬ 
dendron  and  the  quiet  peace  of  the  wilderness,  will  lead  you  to  a  beautiful 
horseshoe-shaped  waterfall. 

Mile  22,  point  9. — Access  point  to  a  proposed  57-acre  lake  on  the  South  Fork 
of  Citico  Creek. 

Mile  25,  point  10. — Rattlesnake  Rock,  a  proposed  observation  site  to  overlook 
Jeffrey’s  Hell  and  the  watershed  of  Citico  Creek.  According  to  legend  this 
country  got  its  name  from  a  party  of  hunters. 

Mile  26.9,  point  11.- — Stratton  Meadows.  Situated  astride  the  Unicoi  Range, 
on  the  Tennessee-North  Carolina  State  line.  This  meadow  will  afford  26  acres 
of  excellent  picnicking  and  will  be  at  the  junction  with  the  proposed  Cherokee 
Crest  Highway.  The  elevation  of  this  point  is  about  4,250  feet  above  sea  level. 

Mile  SO,  point  12. — Near  the  former  Bemis  logging  camp  on  the  upper  reaches 
of  Santeethlah  Creek.  This  logging  camp  is  no  longer  operating  but  the  site 
could  be  developed  to  a  limited  degree  for  picnicking.  Elevation  drops  from 
4,200  feet  at  Stratton  Gap  to  4,000  feet  at  Bemis  logging  camp. 
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Mile  86,  point  IS. — At  Seven  Springs  Gap.  Elevation  between  points  12  and 
13  drops  from  4,000  feet  to  3,800  feet.  Panoramic  vistas  can  be  developed, 
throughout  this  stretch,  overlooking  the  Santeetlah  Creek  drainage.  From  this 
gap  a  1%-mile  hike  along  the  Santeetlah-Buffalo  Divide  will  reach  Cedar  Top 
Mountain,  at  elevation  4,008  feet  designated  as  point  14  on  the  map.  This  point 
will  afford  a  wide  view  of  the  entire  Santeetlah  Creek  watershed  and  a  great 
expanse  of  Santeetlah  Lake  to  the  north. 

Mile  39. 8,  point  15. — Santeetlah  Gap.  The  section  of  road  from  Cedar  Top 
to  Santeetlah  Gap  may  remain  on  the  Santeetlah  Creek  watershed  losing  eleva¬ 
tion  from  3,800  feet  at  Seven  Springs  Gap  to  2,600  feet  at  Santeetlah  Gap. 
Considerable  recreation  potential  is  tributary  to  this  point  both  westward  up 
Santeetlah  Creek  and  northward  on  Forest  Service  Road  No.  416,  past  Joyce 
Kilmer  Memorial  Forest,  and  on  to  the  mouth  of  Attooga  Branch. 

West  on  Santeetlah  Creek  are  the  following  sites  : 

National  forest  recreation  survey,  site  No.  176 :  Santeetlah  hunters  shelter 
is  a  primitive  development,  occupied  by  many  hunters  and  fishermen  during 
season. 

National  forest  recreation  survey,  site  No.  163 :  Stewart  Fields  lying 
along  the  bank  of  Big  Santeetlah  Creek,  is  planned  for  future  camp  and 
picnic  sites. 

North  of  Santeetlah  Gap  on  Forest  Service  Road  No.  416  are  the  following 
potential  recreation  sites  within  5  miles  : 

National  forest  recreation  survey,  site  No.  143.1 :  Rattler  Ford  is  an 
exceptionally  large  potential  recreation  area  of  108  developable  acres  adja¬ 
cent  to  lower  Santeetlah  Creek. 

Mile  If  If,  point  16. — Where  Long  Hungry  Branch  reaches  Lake  Santeetlah  27 
acres  afford  excellent  potential  for  camping  and  picnic  sites. 

Mile  Jf6.5,  point  17. — Snowbird  picnic  area  at  present  is  partially  developed 
for  picnicking  use.  Future  development  is  planned,  including  swimming  which 
will  add  to  recreational  values  of  this  site  on  the  banks  of  Big  Snowbird  Creek. 

Mile  1/7.8,  point  17a. — The  junction  of  proposed  highway  with  Forest  Highway 
No.  37. 

GENERAL  DESCRIPTION  OF  ROUTE  NORTH  CAROLINA  ALTERNATE 

Seventeen  miles,  extending  from  Stratton  Meadows  point  11  to  Santeetlah 
Gap.  Its  location  would  traverse  the  headwaters  of  Johns  Branch,  cross  Pine 
Ridge  and  strike  the  divide  between  Tennessee  and  North  Carolina,  a  short 
distance  northeast  of  Strawberry  Knob.  From  this  point,  it  is  possible  to  bear 
northeasterly,  staying  to  east  of  Stratton  Bald,  striking  the  summit  of  Haoe 
Lead  at  about  elevation  4,850  feet.  The  road  will  then  continue  down  Haoe 
Lead  on  the  northern  boundary  of  Joyce  Kilmer  Memorial  Forest  to  a  point 
near  Rock  Creek  Knob  and  running  under  the  knob  on  the  north  side  at  an 
elevation  of  about  3,600  feet.  From  this  point,  the  road  will  continue  down 
Haoe  Lead,  losing  elevation  and  swinging  southward  around  the  end  of  the 
lead  across  the  heads  of  Rock  Creek  and  Avery  Creek  and  joining  Forest  Service 
Road  No.  416  at  the  mouth  of  Horse  Cove  Creek.  The  road  would  then  follow 
the  approximate  route  of  Forest  Service  Road  No.  416  up  Santeetlah  Creek 
past  the  entrance  to  Joyce  Kilmer  Memorial  Forest  to  Santeetlah  Gap,  point  13. 

This  location  is  excellent  from  the  scenic  standpoint,  with  the  valley  floor 
following  along  much  of  its  length  from  1,000  to  2,000  feet  below  the  proposed 
roadway.  Many  spectacular  views  of  Santeetlah  Lake  and  Joyce  Kilmer  Me¬ 
morial  Forest  will  be  possible  along  the  route.  One  of  the  major  advantages 
of  this  route  is  that  it  will  cut  through  one  of  the  largest,  most  inaccessible 
blocks  of  national  forest  land  in  the  Eastern  United  States,  giving  the  traveler 
an  unparalleled  view  of  a  relatively  undisturbed  Appalachian  forest  environ¬ 
ment.  Probably  in  no  place  in  the  United  States  is  there  a  larger  number  of 
plant  species  than  are  growing  in  the  forests  of  western  North  Carolina. 

DETAILED  DESCRIPTION  OF  ROUTE  NORTH  CAROLINA  ALTERNATE 

Point  11  is  at  Stratton  Gap  astride  the  ridge  forming  the  State  line  between 
Tennessee  and  North  Carolina  at  an  elevation  of  about  4,200  feet.  Here  in  a 
meadow  by  the  gap  is  located  a  26-acre  development  site  that  could  be  used 
either  for  camping  or  picnic  facilities. 

Point  18  is  at  Bob  Bald  where  is  located  at  5,200  feet  another  national  forest 
recreation  survey  site  No.  172  containing  17  acres  that  would  be  ideal  for  picnic 
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development.  The  road  location  between  points  1  and  2  will  offer  an  outstand¬ 
ing  view  of  the  upper  end  of  the  Santeetlah  Creek  drainage,  giving  ample 
opportunity  to  develop  vistas. 

Point  19  is  at  Stratton  Bald  at  the  very  head  of  the  Joyce  Kilmer  Memorial 
Forest.  Here  at  5,300  feet,  vistas  could  be  developed  overlooking  the  Santeetlah 
Creek  drainage,  Santeetlah  Lake  and  the  memorial  forest.  Just  south  of 
Stratton  Bald  is  Wolf  Laurel  Basin  containing  250  acres  of  developable  recrea¬ 
tion  land  inventoried  as  national  forest  recreation  survey  site  No.  166.  The 
basin  is  relatively  Hat  with  slopes  from  0  to  10  percent  and  has  the  potential  of 
being  developed  into  one  of  the  largest  recreation  areas  in  the  Nantahala 
National  Forest.  This  would  probably  be  developed  into  the  major  campground 
along  the  scenic  route. 

Point  20 :  The  road  continues  along  the  ridge  top  from  Stratton  Bald  to  Haoe 
Lookout  at  elevations  in  excess  of  5,200  feet,  overlooking  the  head  of  the  Slick 
Rock  drainage,  and  to  the  south,  the  upper  portion  of  the  Joyce  Kilmer  Me¬ 
morial  Forest.  Along  this  route  are  numerous  opportunities  for  development 
of  vistas.  Haoe  Lookout  will  make  an  exceptional  vista  point  and  is  inventoried 
as  national  forest  recreation  survey  site  No.  22. 

Point  21 :  The  road  continues  down  Haoe  Lead  from  point  20,  dropping  in 
elevation  to  about  3,000  feet  at  the  head  of  Rock  Creek  where  is  located  national 
forest  recreation  survey  site  No.  4,  containing  35  acres  adequate  for  develop¬ 
ment  of  picnic  and  camping  facilities.  Between  points  20  and  21  are  numerous 
opportunities  to  develop  vistas  giving  panoramic  views  of  Joyce  Kilmer  Memorial 
Forest,  Deep  Creek  drainage,  and  Santeetlah  Lake. 

Point  22 :  Entrance  to  the  Joyce  Kilmer  Memorial  Forest.  This  forest  is  one 
of  the  outstanding  scenic  attractions  in  the  southern  Appalachians,  containing 
over  3,800  acres  of  virgin  wilderness.  At  present,  due  to  very  poor  access,  only 
a  relatively  small  number  of  persons  visit  the  area.  A  major  increase  in  visitor 
use  could  be  expected  upon  the  completion  of  the  proposed  scenic  route. 

In  conjunction  with  this  point  are  numerous  recreation  opportunities  inven¬ 
toried  in  the  national  forest  recreation  survey  within  a  very  short  distance.  At 
Horse  Cove  Creek  on  the  proposed  route  just  north  of  Joyce  Kilmer  is  the  Nanta¬ 
hala  Lake  recreation  area  furnishing  camping  and  picnicking.  At  the  mouth 
of  Avery  Creek,  about  1  mile  north  of  point  22  on  Forest  Service  Road  No.  416, 
is  a  potential  recreation  area  inventoried  for  possible  development  of  camping, 
picnicking,  swimming,  and  boating.  This  is  national  forest  recreation  survey 
site  No.  9.1  and  9.2.  Another  mile  north  of  site  No.  9.1  is  site  No.  8.1,  located 
at  the  mouth  of  Attooga  Branch  containing  27  acres  ideal  for  camping  and 
picknieking  development.  Also  tributary  to  point  22  are  potential  recreation  devel¬ 
opment  sites  along  Forest  Service  Road  No.  407  for  boating,  swimming,  and 
picnicking.  These  areas  are  located  from  1  to  2  miles  east  of  point  22  on  the 
shores  of  Santeetlah  Lake. 


SECTION ALIZATION  OF  ROUTE 

The  proposed  road  is  readily  susceptible  to  stage  or  section  construction.  Each 
complete  section  will  be  a  valuable  and  usable  link  in  the  system.  The  most  logi¬ 
cal  breakdown  by  sections  would  be  as  follows  : 

Section  T  (6  miles). — From  the  north  end  of  the  new  bridge  across  Tellieo 
River  at  Tellieo  Plains  on  Forest  Highway  No.  120  (Ball  Play  Road)  to  mile¬ 
post  6  at  junction  of  120  with  Forest  Development  Road  No.  57. 

Section  II  (9.2  miles). — From  milepost  6.0  on  Forest  Highway  No.  120  to  inter¬ 
section  with  the  Citico  Road  near  White  Oak  Flats. 

Section  III  (11. 7  miles). — From  the  Citico  Road  to  Stratton  Gap  at  Tennessee- 
North  Carolina  State  line. 

Section  IV  ( 12Jf  miles). — From  Stratton  Gap  to  Santeetlah  Gap. 

Section  V  ( 8.5  miles). — From  Santeetlah  Gap  to  junction  with  Forest  High¬ 
way  No.  37  now  programed  for  construction. 

Total  approximate  mileage : 


Milet 

Tennessee _ 26.  9 

North  Carolina _ 20.  9 


Total 


47.  & 
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88034-62- 
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Cost  estimate 


[Thousands  of  dollars] 


Section 

Miles 

Cost  i 

I _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

6.0 

194 

II  _ _ 

9.2 

1, 147 

III _  _ _ _ _ _ 

11.7 

2,177 

IV  . . . . . . . . . . 

12.4 

2,306 

v . 

8.6 

797 

Total . — . . 

47.8 

6,621 

3, 518 

3, 103 

Total . - . . 

6,621 

•  Includes  estimated  costs  for  all  engineering  services. 


Senator  Ervin.  Now  as  Senators  Kefauver  and  Gore  have  both 
asserted,  this  is  one  of  the  most  rugged  and  most  beautiful  sections  of 
the  Nation.  It  is  a  region  of  high  mountains,  beautiful  mountain 
streams,  and  has  perhaps  as  much  virgin  timber  as  can  be  found  any¬ 
where  in  America.  It  would  provide  access  to  what  we  call  the  Joyce 
Kilmer  region  in  the  national  forests.  It  would  connect  the  Cherokee 
National  Forest  of  Tennessee  with  the  Nantahala  National  Forest  of 
North  Carolina.  The  road  would  be  approximately  47  miles  long,  and 
under  the  plans  which  have  been  developed  would  climb  some  of  the 
ridges  to  afford  wonderful  views.  It  would  make  available  camping 
sites.  It  would  work  in  harmony  in  conjunction  with  the  Great 
Smoky  National  Park  and  the  Blue  Ridge  Parkway. 

The  number  of  tourists  visiting  this  area  has  more  than  doubled, 
from  slightly  over  1  million  to  considerably  over  2  million,  in  a  period 
of  10  years. 

The  Great  Smoky  National  Park  and  the  Blue  Ridge  Parkway  are 
unique  in  one  respect,  that  the  State  of  North  Carolina  provided  vir¬ 
tually  all  of  the  right-of-way  for  the  Blue  Ridge  Parkway  which 
connects  near  Roanoke,  Va.,  with  the  Skyline  Drive  of  Virginia,  and 
goes  on  to  the  Great  Smoky  National  Park,  which  is  on  the  border  of 
North  Carolina  and  Tennessee.  The  States  of  North  Carolina  and 
Tennessee,  and  some  private  foundations,  purchased  the  land  for  the 
Great  Smoky  National  Park  and  donated  it  to  the  Nation.  And  this 
would  be  an  added  attraction  for  the  several  million  people  from  all 
areas  of  the  United  States  who  visit  this  area  each  year. 

I  am  not  going  to  trespass  upon  the  committee’s  time  because  there 
are  others  to  speak  in  addition  to  my  colleague,  Senator  Jordan. 

The  Governor  of  North  Carolina  has  sent  a  representative,  Dr. 
Wallace  Hyde,  who  has  a  short  statement  he  would  like  to  make.  And 
Dr.  Hyde,  incidentally,  is  a  native  of  Robbinsville,  or  that  area, 
where  this  road  would  end  in  North  Carolina.  And  also  Congress¬ 
man  Roy  A.  Taylor  is  present  and  I  would  like  to  have  him  afforded 
an  opportunity  to  speak  as  he  is  the  Congressman  from  this  dis¬ 
trict  and  present  our  views  in  more  detail  than  I  have  presented 
them. 

I  thank  the  committee  for  this  opportunity  to  urge  this  as  a  most 
worthwhile  project  because  it  will  open  up  an  area  which  is  now 


FEDERAL- AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  19  62  193 

practically  inaccessible  to  the  people,  and  a  very  rugged  and  beautiful 
area. 

Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you  very  much,  Senator. 

Senator  Jordan? 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  EVERETT  B.  JORDAN,  A  U.S.  SENATOR  FROM 
THE  STATE  OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 

Senator  Jordan.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I 
appreciate  this  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  on  behalf  of  this 
project.  I  do  not  intend  to  take  but  just  a  minute  of  your  time  be¬ 
cause  I  know  it  is  running  short. 

However,  as  you  know,  Senator  Ervin  and  I  join  with  Senator 
Kefauver  and  Senator  Gore  in  this  amendment,  and  I  am  here  on 
behalf  of  this  project  because  I  think  it  is  one  of  the  most  worthwhile 
projects  that  I  know  of  in  our  national  forests.  Because  as  Senator 
Ervin  has  pointed  out,  and  the  two  Senators  from  Tennessee,  and 
as  will  be  elaborated  on  a  little  bit  later  by  Congressman  Taylor, 
because  this  is  his  district,  this  would  open  up  some  of  the  most  beau¬ 
tiful  territory  that  I  have  ever  seen.  I  think  it  is  a  project  that  is 
well  worth  the  serious  consideration  of  this  committee  and  I  am  sure 
it  will  have  it. 

And  as  Senator  Ervin  just  pointed  out,  Dr.  Hyde,  who  is  a  repre¬ 
sentative  of  the  Governor  is  here,  and  I  would  like  to  introduce  Dr. 
Hyde  to  you. 

If  you  will  please  stand,  Dr.  Hyde? 

And  Congressman  Taylor,  who  is  right  here  and  who  is  going 
to  appear,  and  I  think  Mr.  Ted  Jordan  is  here.  He  is  not  the  new 
Jordan  that  came  into  the  Senate  yesterday.  He  is  on  the  Highway 
Commission  of  North  Carolina  and  that  is  his  territory  up  there. 
He  has  a  statement  to  present. 

I  just  want  to  urge  the  sympathetic  consideration  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you,  Senator  Jordan.  You  can  be 
sure  your  recommendations  will  be  given  very  serious  consideration 
by  the  committee. 

Congressman  Taylor,  we  understand  you  have  one  ear  tuned  to 
the  call  from  the  House,  so  we  would  be  glad  to  hear  from  you  at 
this  time. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  ROY  A.  TAYLOR,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 

CONGRESS  FROM  THE  12TH  CONGRESSIONAL  DISTRICT  OF  THE 

STATE  OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 

Mr.  Taylor.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  written  statement  which  I 
would  like  to  file. 

Senator  McNamara.  It  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  at  this 
time. 

(The  statement  referred  to  follows :) 

Statement  of  Congressman  Rot  A.  Tatlor  of  North  Carolina 

I  am  pleased  to  join  with  my  distinguished  colleagues  from  North  Carolina 
and  Tennessee  in  requesting  that  the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee  consider 
favorably  an  amendment  to  the  Federal  Highway  Act  authorizing  $5  million 
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for  the  construction  of  a  road  linking  the  Nantahala  National  Forest  in  North 
Carolina  to  the  Cherokee  National  Forest  in  Tennessee. 

This  road  has  been  sought  for  many  years  by  our  National  Forest  Service  and 
I  am  happy  to  assure  the  committee  that  the  proposed  project  enjoys  the  support 
of  the  Governors  of  North  Carolina  and  Tennessee  as  well  as  the  congressional 
delegations  and  citizens  of  both  States. 

Mr.  J.  K.  Vessey,  chief  forester  for  the  southern  region  of  the  U.S.  Forest 
Service,  has  just  completed  an  excellent  preliminary  reconnaissance  report  on 
the  proposed  road,  which  would  connect  the  towns  of  Robbinsville  in  North 
Carolina  and  Tellico  Plains  in  Tennessee. 

In  his  report,  Mr.  Vessey  states  that  “the  proposed  Tellico-Robbinsville  road 
will  create  an  important  tourist  attraction  by  opening  up  large  areas  having 
unusual  scenic,  historical,  botanical,  and  geological  significance.” 

The  Forest  Service  official  also  reports  that  with  the  road,  “extensive  new 
areas  will  be  made  available  for  camping,  picnicking,  sightseeing,  hunting,  and 
fishing.  This  project  will  also  boost  the  economy  of  local  communities  already 
realizing  benefits  from  recreational  resources  of  the  national  forests.” 

This  area  has  the  largest  concentration  of  national  forest  lands  east  of  the 
Mississippi  and  is  now  famous  for  bear  and  wild  boar  hunting  and  for  trout 
fishing.  It  includes  the  Joyce  Kilmer  Memorial  Forest  which  contains  the 
largest  and  most  spectacular  stand  of  virgin  timber  found  in  eastern  America. 

In  western  North  Carolina  and  eastern  Tennessee  we  find  America’s  most 
visited  national  park — the  Great  Smoky  Mountains  National  Park  which  joins 
the  Nantahala  National  Forest  on  the  northeast.  Western  North  Carolina 
contains  a  portion  of  the  Nation’s  most  traveled  scenic  highway :  the  Blue  Ridge 
Parkway.  Also  western  North  Carolina  and  eastern  Tennessee  contain  the 
Nation’s  most  visited  national  forest. 

In  1950,  1,844,000  people  visited  the  Smoky  Mountains  National  Park.  By 
1961  the  number  of  visitors  had  increased  to  4,726,000,  over  2%  times  as  many. 
In  1950,  1,996,000  people  traveled  on  the  Blue  Ridge  Parkway.  By  1961  this 
figure  had  increased  to  6,048,000  more  than  3  times  as  many. 

A  brief  look  at  the  figures  of  the  past  10  years  show’s  the  staggering  increase 
in  visitors  to  Nantahala  and  nearby  Pisgali  National  Forests  in  North  Carolina 
and  Cherokee  National  Forest  in  Tennessee.  These  figures  reflect  only  persons 
who  actually  used  or  otherwise  took  advantage  of  the  forests  and  do  not  include 
persons  merely  driving  through  them  : 


Pisgah 

Nantahala 

Cherokee 

1961 _ _ _ 

2, 625, 900 
2, 376, 000 
890, 490 

777, 700 
656,  700 
487, 800 

2, 249,  700 
2, 230, 000 
1, 201, 200 

1960...  _ 

1952...  _ _ _ _ _ 

You  will  note  that  visitations  to  Pisgah  Forest  have  tripled  since  1952 ;  have 
almost  doubled  at  Nantahala;  and  have  more  than  doubled  at  Cherokee. 

These  figures,  I  believe,  serve  to  illustrate  the  tremendously  increased  interest 
in  America’s  outdoors. 

This  great  increase  in  tourist  travel  has  overtaxed  and  overloaded  all  existing 
scenic  roads  and  outdoor  facilities  in  the  area.  Only  last  week  a  newspaper 
serving  residents  in  the  Nantahala  Forest  quoted  one  of  the  local  rangers  as  fol¬ 
lows:  “Our  hardest  job  is  having  to  turn  people  away  wffien  they  beg  for  just 
enough  room  to  eat  and  sleep.” 

This  proposed  road  which  would  go  through  one  of  the  most  beautiful  sections 
of  America  is  advocated  by  the  National  Forest  Service.  It  would  help  meet 
this  Nation’s  need  and  demand  for  adequate  outdoor  recreation  facilities. 

Mr.  Taylor.  I  would  like  to  summarize  the  statement. 

Senator  McNamara.  You  may  proceed  as  you  see  fit. 

Mr.  Taylor.  I  just  want  to  emphasize  the  recreational  need  of  this 
road.  Senator  Metcalf  a  few  minutes  ago  spoke  of  the  need  for  recre¬ 
ational  development.  This  area  does  have  the  largest  concentration 
of  national  forests  of  anywhere  east  of  the  Mississippi  River.  The 
road  would  open  up  the  Joyce  Kilmer  Memorial  Forest,  which  has 
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the  largest  and  finest  span  of  virgin  timber  found  east  of  the  Missis¬ 
sippi  River. 

This  area  presently  is  congested  with  traffic  caused  by  many  visi¬ 
tors.  As  has  been  pointed  out,  the  Great  Smoky  Mountain  National 
Park  is  the  most  visited  national  park.  Our  national  forests  in  that 
area  is  also  the  most  visited  by  tourists  of  any  of  the  national  forests 
in  America. 

I  would  like  to  give  you  just  a  few  figures  showing  you  how  the 
tourist  demand  has  increased  in  the  area  during  the  last  2  years.  In 
the  Smoky  Mountain  National  Park  in  1950  they  had  1,844,000  visi¬ 
tors,  in  1961  it  was  4,726,000,  for  an  increase  of  two  and  a  half  times 
the  number. 

And,  for  the  Blue  Ridge  Parkway,  1,996,000  in  1950,  6,048,000  in 
1961.  In  11  years  there  were  three  times  as  many  visitors. 

In  the  Pisgah  National  Forest  there  were  890,000  in  1952  and 
2,625,000  in  1961,  again  3  times  as  many  visitors,  in  a  10-year  period. 

In  the  Nantahala  National  Forest  there  were  487,000  to  777,000, 
nearly  twice  as  many. 

In  the  Cherokee  National  Forest  it  was  1,201,000  to  2,249,000,  again 
nearly  twice  as  many. 

The  tourists  coming  into  the  area  have  more  than  doubled  during 
the  last  10  years,  and  we  have  every  reason  to  expect  that  this  trend 
will  continue.  The  result  has  been  that  the  roads,  all  roads,  and 
especially  scenic  roads  in  the  vicinity,  are  greatly  overloaded  and 
they  are  greatly  overtaxed.  And  so  are  our  other  tourist  facilities  dur¬ 
ing  the  season  of  the  year.  Last  week  a  newspaper  in  the  Nantahala 
National  Forests,  near  where  this  road  would  go,  quoted  a  local 
ranger  as  saying,  “Our  hardest  job  is  having  to  turn  people  away 
when  they  beg  for  just  enough  room  to  eat  and  sleep.” 

Now  the  only  solution  to  this  problem  is  more  roads,  to  open  up 
more  sections  of  the  mountain  country  and  disperse  the  crowd,  and 
more  tourist  facilities. 

As  has  been  pointed  out,  this  road  would  go  through  one  of  the  most 
beautiful  sections  of  America.  It  would  help  meet  the  Nation’s  need 
and  the  Nation’s  demand  for  more  adequate  outdoor  recreational  fa¬ 
cilities.  I  believe  in  the  long  run  this  is  an  investment  which  would 
pay  its  own  way,  and  I  believe  it  is  in  the  national  interest. 

I  appreciate  having  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  gentle¬ 
men  and  discuss  this. 

Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you  very  much,  Congressman  Taylor. 
You  can  be  sure  we  will  give  every  consideration  to  this  project. 

Mr.  Taylor.  Thank  you. 

Senator  McNamara.  Now  we  have  several  other  witnesses  and  we 
want  to  hear  from  all  of  them,  but  obviously  we  are  not  going  to  have 
an  opportunity  to  hear  from  them  at  great  length  from  as  many  as 
the  staff  has  scheduled.  We  are  going  to  have  to  adjourn  this  hear¬ 
ing  at  about  12 :30,  because  we  do  not  have  permission  to  sit  after  the 
morning  session.  So  from  now  on  will  those  of  yon  having  lengthy 
statements  please  file  them,  and  in  consideration  of  the  people  who  are 
to  follow  you  on  the  list  I  hope  you  will  try  to  cooperate. 

I  see  now  we  have  the  Hon.  Edwin  M.  Martin,  Assistant  Secretary 
of  State  for  Inter- American  Affairs  here  and  he  has  some  of  his  peo¬ 
ple  with  him. 

We  will  ask  you  to  submit  your  statement  at  this  time. 
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STATEMENT  OF  EDWIN  M.  MARTIN,  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  OF 
STATE  FOR  INTER-AMERICAN  AFFAIRS 

Mr.  Martin.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  fairly  brief  statement  if  you 
would  like  me  to  read  it? 

Senator  McNamara.  You  may  proceed  in  your  own  manner. 

Mr.  Martin.  Thank  you. 

I  am  pleased  to  have  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  your  com¬ 
mittee  in  support  of  the  Department  of  Commerce  request  for  addi¬ 
tional  authorizing  legislation  which  will  permit  the  appropriation  of 
an  additional  $32  million  to  complete  the  Inter- American  Highway. 
As  your  committee  is  aware  the  Congress  has  approved  the  previous 
authorizing  legislation  authorizing  the  appropriation  of  $138,703,000 
for  the  construction  of  this  highway.  These  funds  have  all  been 
appropriated,  the  last  being  Public  Law  766  of  the  85th  Congress  of 
August  27,  1958,  of  $10  million.  These  funds  which  have  been  pre¬ 
viously  authorized  by  the  U.S.  Congress  have  now  all  been  either  ex¬ 
pended  or  obligated  on  current  projects.  The  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads,  the  U.S.  agency  which  lias  the  responsibility  of  supervising 
and  carrying  out  this  project  for  the  United  States,  has  now  deter¬ 
mined  that  it  will  be  necessary  to  secure  authorization  for  an  appro¬ 
priation  of  the  additional  $32  million  for  this  highway.  In  the  pre¬ 
vious  appearances  before  this  committee,  representatives  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  State  have  set  forth  the  reasons  why  my  department  con¬ 
siders  the  completion  of  this  highway  to  be  so  important.  However, 
I  would  like  to  restate  them  briefly. 

The  completion  of  the  Inter- American  Highway  has  long  been  a 
clearly  established  objective  of  U.S.  policy.  For  many  years  the 
United  States,  together  with  its  Central  American  neighbors,  has 
been  cooperating  in  its  construction.  We  have  now  reached  the  point 
where  it  is  very  easy  to  see  the  completion  of  this  important  highway 
artery.  The  authorization  of  the  additional  $32  million  would  per¬ 
mit  the  final  completion  of  a  hard  surfaced  highway  from  the  Guate- 
mala-Mexico  border  to  Panama  City.  The  portion  of  this  highway 
through  Mexico  has  already  been  completed  entirely  by  the  Mexican 
Government  with  its  own  funds. 

A  great  many  benefits  will  result  from  the  completion  of  this  high¬ 
way.  Some  of  these  benefits  are  as  follows: 

(1)  Political:  The  remarkable  impetus  toward  Central  American 
economic  integration  observable  during  the  past  year  or  two  holds 
promises  of  profound  significance  for  eventual  political  and  social 
development  as  well,  accentuating  the  desirability  of  perfecting  with¬ 
out  delay  a  modern  communications  backbone  through  the  region  as 
it  gains  economic  and  political  weight. 

Completion  of  the  highway  Avould  intensify  its  use  througout,  re¬ 
duce  the  isolation  from  each  other  of  the  peoples  along  it  and  con¬ 
tribute  toward  greater  unity  among  the  Isthmian  Republics.  This 
would  in  turn  damp  out  much  local  political  turbulence  and  advance 
the  region  toward  the  condition  of  political  stability  which  is  so  es¬ 
sential  for  its  accelerated  progress  in  the  economic  and  social  fields. 

It  is  clear  that  increased  contact  between  the  United  States  and 
the  countries  traversed  by  the  highway,  through  tourism,  commercial 
travel,  and  transport  could  result  in  a  variety  of  mutual  benefits,  the 
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sum  of  which  would  be  to  strengthen  our  relations  with  those  coun¬ 
tries  as  they  move  forward  under  the  Alliance  for  Progress. 

All  of  the  countries  on  the  highway  are  anxious  to  see  the  last 
hard-surfaced  link  laid  down,  with  particular  concern  centered  in 
Guatemala,  where  a  difficult  stretch  of  road  paving  now  greets  the 
southbound  traveler  at  the  very  beginning  of  the  Central  American 
segment.  Guatemala  has  been  ready  and  willing  to  join  the  United 
States  in  proceeding  with  the  paving  work  on  its  territory.  Our  fail¬ 
ure  to  follow  through  would  blur  the  accomplishment  already  made 
on  the  whole  highway  by  holding  back  realization  of  the  decades-old 
vision  of  automobiles  rolling  south  to  Panama  and  back  over  an  unin¬ 
terrupted  hard-surface  arterial  highway.  U.S.  leadership  now  in 
seeing  the  highway  through  to  prompt  and  final  completion  wTould, 
on  the  other  hand,  bring  the  project  over  a  significant  psychological 
hump,  with  favorable  political  effect  for  the  United  States  in  all  the 
countries  concerned. 

(2)  Economic  development:  Poor  surface  transportation  is  one  of 
the  main  factors  retarding  economic  development  in  this  area.  With 
the  completion  of  the  Inter-American  Highway  there  will  be  con¬ 
structed  additional  feeder  or  farm-to-market  roads  such  as  we  know 
them  in  the  United  States,  to  open  underdeveloped  lands  which  will 
stimulate  economic  growth  within  the  area  and  encourage  opportuni¬ 
ties  for  new  markets  and  greater  international  intercourse  between  the 
countries  of  this  area. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  at  this  point  that  this  committee  sent  a 
group  over  this  highway  during  December  of  1961  and  January  of 
1962.  In  that,  report  your  committee  very  aptly  listed  a  number  of 
very  important  economic  developments  which  can  be  expected  from 
the  completion  of  this  highway.  I  will  not  take  your  time  to  reiterate 
these  developments  but  will  say  that  I  concur  wholeheartedly  in 
them. 

One  of  the  elements  of  this  entire  program  is  the  problem  of  the 
maintenance  of  this  highway  after  it  has  been  completed.  The  Cen¬ 
tral  American  countries  and  Panama  in  the  past  project  agreements 
have  obligated  themselves  to  adequate  maintenance  of  this  highway. 
However,  experience  has  shown  that  in  a  number  of  cases  such  main¬ 
tenance  problems  are  beyond  the  capability  of  the  local  highway  de¬ 
partments  to  handle.  In  looking  for  a  solution  to  this  problem  there 
have  been  discussions  concerning  the  establishment  of  an  Inter- Ameri¬ 
can  Highway  Authority  to  maintain  this  important  highway  after  it 
has  been  completed.  A  meeting  of  the  Ministers  of  Public  Works  of 
Central  America  and  Panama  was  held  in  August  1959  on  this  matter. 
As  a  result  of  that  meeting  a  study  was  made  on  the  establishment 
of  such  a  maintenance  authority  by  the  International  Road  Federa¬ 
tion.  This  report  was  issued  in  June  1960.  This  report  found  that 
such  a  plan  was  technically  feasible  and  it  estimated  the  cost  for  such 
an  authority  for  the  first  5  years  would  be  $16  million.  Several  of 
the  countries  have  indicated  that  this  initial  investment  is  beyond 
their  economic  capabilities  and  have  requested  financial  participation 
by  the  United  States  in  at  least  the  first  5  years  operation  of  such  a 
plan.  In  view  of  the  large  investment  which  the  United  States  has 
in  this  highway  there  have  been  extensive  discussions  concerning 
the  advisability  of  the  United  States  participating  in  50  percent 
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of  the  financial  cost  of  a  maintenance  authority  for  the  5 — first  5 
years  or  $8  million. 

If  the  United  States  assists  in  the  original  financing  cost  of  a  main¬ 
tenance  authority  it  is  to  be  considered  as  a  part  of  the  overall  U.S. 
foreign  aid  development.  This  problem  has  been  discussed  with  the 
U.S.  Coordinator  for  the  Alliance  for  Progress  who  has  advised  that 
such  a  proposal  to  help  finance  and  encourage  the  formation  of  an 
Inter-American  Highway  Authority  is  in  accord  with  the  planning 
operations  of  that  Agency  in  this  area.  However,  the  AID  Agency 
indicated  that  such  participation  by  the  United  States  might  be  in  the 
form  of  a  multilateral  loan  to  the  Central  American  countries.  If 
the  AID  Agency  is  requested  to  assist  in  this  project  it  will  request 
that  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  for  its  account,  provide  the  technical 
assistance  and  administrative  support  for  such  an  authority  as  well 
as  assisting  the  interested  Ministry  of  Public  Works  in  preparing  a 
multilateral  loan  application  to  cover  the  U.S.  participation  cost. 

In  closing,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  reiterate  the  strong  feel¬ 
ing  of  the  Department  of  State  from  a  foreign  relations  standpoint 
concerning  the  prompt  and  final  completion  of  the  Inter- American 
Highway,  the  discharge  of  our  responsibilities  for  cooperating  in  its 
construction,  and  the  full  realization  of  the  benefits  that  the  highway 
will  bring  to  the  countries  of  Central  America  and  Panama. 

I  am  pleased  to  have  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  your  com¬ 
mittee  to  support  the  request  of  the  Department  of  State  for  additional 
authorizing  legislation  (S.  2907)  of  $850,000  which  together  with  the 
present  legislation  will  permit  the  appropriation  of  $2,350,000  to  com¬ 
plete  the  Rama  Road  in  Nicaragua. 

(1)  History :  The  agreement  for  the  United  States  to  construct  the 
Rama  Roacl  was  developed  from  conversations  held  in  1939  between 
President  Somoza  of  Nicaragua  and  President  Roosevelt.  At  that 
time,  the  Nicaraguan  President  asked  that  the  United  States  undertake 
the  construction  of  a  sea-level  canal  across  Nicaragua,  a  right  which 
the  United  States  obtained  in  the  Bryan-Chamorro  Treaty  of  1914. 
The  War  Department  recommended  against  the  consrtuction  of  the 
canal  and  also  the  construction  of  a  barge  canal  using  the  San  Juan 
River  and  Lake  Nicaragua.  However,  agreement  was  reached  on  the 
construction  of  a  road  from  San  Benito  to  Rama  and,  on  April  8, 
1942,  the  U.S.  Government  stated  in  an  official  note  that  it  would  be 
willing  to  construct  a  highway  between  San  Benito  and  Rama  and  to 
survey  and  recommend  a  route  from  Rama  to  El  Bluff.  The  United 
States  has  since  been  released  from  the  survey  obligation. 

As  a  result  of  this  agreement,  construction  was  commenced  early 
in  1943  with  funds  allotted  to  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  from  the 
emergency  fund  of  the  President  in  the  amount  of  $4  million.  In 
addition  to  the  original  $4  million  allocated  from  the  emergency  fund 
of  the  President,  the  Congress  has  authorized  allocation  of  an  addi¬ 
tional  $12  million  and  has  appropriated  $10,500,000,  leaving  an  author¬ 
ization  of  $1,500,000  remaining  to  be  appropriated.  The  Department 
is  proposing  that  the  87th  Congress  approve  a  new  authorization  bill 
for  $850,000. 

This  new  authorization,  together  with  the  present  authorization 
will  complete  this  highway. 
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(2)  Construction  responsibilities :  Responsibility  for  the  actual  con¬ 
struction  of  this  highway  is  vested  in  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads. 
In  1954,  provision  was  made  in  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act,  placing 
budgetary  responsibility  for  this  project  in  the  Department  of  State. 

(3)  Progress  of  the  highway:  The  Rama  Road  is  designed  to 
unite  two  sections  which  heretofore  have  been  completely  separated 
except  by  air  transport  or  small  boat  traffic.  The  distance  between 
San  Benito  and  Rama  is  155  miles,  of  which  136  miles  of  all-weather 
road  have  been  completed.  There  remains  19  miles  of  highway  to 
be  built  and  eight  bridges.  At  the  present  time,  14  miles  of  highway 
and  6  bridges  are  under  contract.  The  $2,350,000  requested  for  fiscal 
1963  will  be  used  in  construction  of  the  Siquia  River  Bridge,  the 
largest  bridge  to  be  built,  one  remaining  small  bridge  and  the  final 
5  miles  of  highway,  thus  completing  the  project. 

(4)  Improvements  along  this  highway:  The  area  in  east  Nicara¬ 
gua  touched  by  the  road  is  already  benefiting  with  development  of 
promising  cattle,  coffee,  and  mining  industries.  In  addition,  the 
augmented  truck  and  but  traffic  between  Villa  Somoza,  Santo  Tomas, 
Juigalpa,  and  Managua  already  has  resulted  in  increased  imports 
of  U.S.  vehicles,  parts,  petroleum,  and  allied  products.  Creation  of 
a  port  at  Rama  will  facilitate  the  shipping  and  lower  the  cost  of 
Nicaraguan  imports  and  exports. 

The  following  are  some  figures  on  the  economic  development  along 
this  highway : 


Town 

Dis¬ 

tance 

from 

Man¬ 

agua 

(kilo¬ 

meters) 

Population 

1955 

1960 

Churches 

1955 

1960 

Num¬ 
ber  of 
schools 

Stu¬ 

dents 

Num¬ 
ber  of 
schools 

Stu¬ 

dents 

1955 

1960 

Muhan__  _ _ 

216 

100 

300 

(i) 

1 

100 

(') 

1 

La  Gateada _ _ _ 

226 

25 

200 

(1) 

1 

50 

(i) 

1 

Chilamate _ _ 

230 

50 

300 

(i) 

1 

65 

(■) 

1 

Cacao _ 

236 

20 

200 

0 

0 

1 

35 

0 

1 

Espable . . . . . 

239 

0 

50 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

La  Gorra _  -  _  -- 

241 

0 

150 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

La  Batea _  _ _ 

246 

10 

800 

0 

0 

1 

90 

0 

0 

Muelle  de  los  Bueyes _ 

253 

150 

300 

1 

« 

1 

65 

0 

2 

i  Not  known. 


1955 

1960 

Cattle _  _  _ 

1,000 
3,  000 

10,  000 

Hogs _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

15, 000 

Horses  and  mules _  _ 

500 

2,500 
12, 000 

Grazing  land  (hectares) _ 

4,000 
60, 000 
0 

Land  under  cultivation  (hectares) _  _ 

123, 000 

Lumber  (hand-sawn,  board  feet) _ 

100, 000 

1  Not  known. 


Agriculture,  fruit,  and  forest  products  of  the  area  are  corn,  rice, 
beans,  sugar,  bananas,  platanos,  yucca,  pineapple,  oranges,  grapefruit, 
coffee,  lumber,  the  root  from  which  ipecac  is  made,  and  the  usual 
garden  vegetables. 
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A  spot  traffic  check  of  the  traffic  moving  over  the  Rama  Road  was 
made  at  three  different  times,  and  these  figures  projected  into  a  12- 
hour  day  has  resulted  in  the  following  monthly  traffic  statistics: 


Number  of  car  or  jeep  trips  on  road  per  month - . _ 4,  860 

Number  of  track  or  pickup  trips  on  road  per  month - 9, 300 

Number  of  bus  or  microbus  trips  on  road  per  month - 4,  260 


About  50  percent  of  this  traffic  is,  quite  naturally,  concentrated  in  the 
San  Benito-Boaco  Junction  stretch.  Embassy  estimates  scheduled 
commercial  bus  trips  per  month  from  Managua  to  Rama  Road  at 
2,500.  Figures  for  truck  and  jeeps  appear  high  because  of  traffic 
roadbuilding  vehicles.  Based  on  above  data  and  Embassy  inquiries, 
it  is  estimated  that  35,000  passengers  are  carried  each  month  on  buses 
or  microbuses  on  the  Rama  Road. 

(5)  Closing  statement:  Prompt  completion  of  this  road  will  be 
one  tangible  way  of  assisting  in  the  economic  development  of  Nica¬ 
ragua.  Additionally,  the  prompt  action  of  the  United  States  with 
respect  to  the  Rama  Road  will  greatly  influence  the  faith  and  confi¬ 
dence  that  Nicaragua  and  the  other  countries  in  Latin  America  have 
in  U.S.  commitments.  Furthermore,  and  apart  from  the  main  ques¬ 
tion  of  integrity  and  policy,  there  exists  a  very  real  financial  con¬ 
sideration,  viz,  that  to  date  $14,500,000  has  been  appropriated  for  the 
construction  of  the  Rama  Road.  This  $2,350,000  will  permit  comple¬ 
tion  of  the  road  and  full  value  of  this  project  will  then  be  realized. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Martin. 

Will  you  state  the  names  of  the  gentlemen  who  are  accompanying 
you,  for  the  record  ? 

Mr.  Martin.  Mr.  Gerald  W.  Russell,  of  the  Bureau  of  Latin  Amer¬ 
ican  Affairs,  Department  of  State,  and  Mr.  Wexler,  Bureau  of  Con¬ 
gressional  Relations,  Department  of  State. 

Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you  very  much,  gentlemen. 

The  next — is  Mr.  Robert  J.  Trier  here,  Chief,  Branch  of  Roads, 
Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  or  has  he  been  heard  ? 

Mr.  W.  E.  Michael,  Sweetwater,  Tenn.  We  will  be  happy  to  hear 
from  you,  sir. 

STATEMENT  0E  W.  E.  MICHAEL,  SWEETWATER,  TENN. 

Mr.  Michael.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  already  been  eloquently  in¬ 
troduced  by  Senator  Kefauver. 

Senator  McNamara.  We  appreciate  that. 

Mr.  Michael.  We  are  extremely  grateful  to  the  distinguished  Sen¬ 
ators  from  Tennessee  and  the  Senators  from  North  Carolina  for  turn¬ 
ing  out  to  support  and  comfort  us  in  our  efforts  to  obtain  the  State 
highway  which  Mr.  Bates  will  describe  to  you. 

Realizing  the  closeness  of  the  time,  I  would  like  to  file  for  the  benefit 
of  the  committee  a  reconnaissance  report,  U.S.  Forest  Service,  de¬ 
tailing  this  road  with  the  segments  and  detailed  description  for  the 
record. 

Senator  McNamara.  Without  objection  it  will  be  retained  in  the 
files  of  the  committee.  Senator  Ervin  presented  it  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Michael.  I  would  also  like,  if  it  is  permissible,  to  file  for  the 
record  a  statement  I  previously  made  before  a  subcommittee  of  the 
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Committee  on  Appropriations  of  the  Senate,  for  whatever  value  it 
may  have. 

Senator  McNamara.  Without  objection  that  will  be  clone. 

(The  statement  referred  to  follows:) 

Statement  of  W.  E.  Michael,  Sweetwatek,  Tenn.,  Before  a  Subcommittee 
of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations,  U.S.  Senate 

Mr.  Chairman,  2  years  ago  it  was  my  privilege  to  appear  before  a  subcom¬ 
mittee  of  the  Senate  Appropriations  Committee  in  support  of  appropriations  for 
the  National  Forest  Service,  with  particular  emphasis  on  forest  development 
roads  and  trails.  In  that  testimony  I  urged  the  expenditure  of  necessary  funds 
to  build  enough  roads  and  provide  enough  facilities  in  the  largest  concentration 
of  national  forest  lands  east  of  the  Mississippi  to  develop  all  of  its  vast 
potentials. 

Specifically,  I  referred  to  the  Cherokee  National  Forest  lands  in  southeastern 
Tennessee  and  the  Nantahala  National  Forest  lands  in  southwestern  North 
Carolina.  In  that  testimony  I  advocated  the  building  of  one  connecting  road 
linking  Tellico  Plains,  Tenn.,  with  Robbinsville,  N.C.,  and  making  accessible, 
from  both  sides  of  the  mountain,  Joyce  Kilmer  Memorial  Forest,  with  its  38,000 
inspiring  acres  of  primitive  wilderness. 

Today  I  would  like  to  discuss  these  matters  in  a  little  more  detail. 

By  way  of  identifying  myself  and  the  others  who  will  testify  on  the  same 
subject,  I  have  served  for  6  years  as  chairman  of  a  nonpaid  committee  of 
citizens,  appointed  by  the  county  court  of  Monroe  County,  Tenn.,  for  the  purpose 
of  promoting  the  economic,  industrial,  and  recreational  development  of  our 
county  and  section  of  the  State.  Other  members  of  that  committee,  at  the 
present,  are :  Hon.  Cook  Carson,  county  judge  of  Monroe  County ;  Mr.  J.  D.  Lee, 
an  attorney  of  Madisonville,  Tenn. ;  Mr.  J.  L.  Dyer,  of  Madisonville,  Tenn. ;  and 
Mr.  Charles  Hall,  of  Tellico  Plains,  Tenn.,  a  member  of  the  county  court  of 
Monroe  County.  This  became  known  as  the  Monroe  County  Industrial  Com¬ 
mittee. 

On  August  7,  1961,  Hon.  Buford  Ellington,  Governor  of  Tennessee,  appointed 
a  commission  to  work  with  a  similar  commission,  appointed  by  Governor  Terry 
Sanford  of  North  Carolina,  in  coordinating  plans  for  the  development  of  the 
area  to  which  I  have  referred  and,  particularly,  to  expedite  the  construction  and 
finishing  of  the  road,  which  has  become  known  as  the  Wagon  Train  Route,  link¬ 
ing  Tellico  Plains,  Tenn.,  with  Murphy,  N.C.  This  road,  already  in  use  on  the 
Tennessee  side  for  approximately  one-half  of  its  entire  length,  and  completed 
approximately  one-half  of  the  way  on  the  North  Carolina  side,  is  planned  as  a 
joint  effort  of  the  two  States  and  is  not  to  be  confused  with  the  other  road 
developments,  about  which  we  will  be  talking.  The  other  members  of  the  com¬ 
mission  appointed  by  Governor  Ellington  are :  Mr.  Herbert  Bates  of  the  Ten¬ 
nessee  Department  of  Highways ;  Mr.  J.  D.  Lee ;  Mr.  Charles  Hall :  and  Judge 
Sue  K.  Hicks,  retired,  of  Madisonville,  Tenn.  I  am  speaking  today  as  chair¬ 
man  of  both  of  these  groups. 

Governor  Terry  Sanford  of  North  Carolina  appointed  on  the  coordinating 
commission  to  represent  the  State  of  North  Carolina :  Chairman,  Mr.  Ted  Jor¬ 
dan,  a  member  of  the  North  Carolina  Highway  Commission,  of  Robbinsville, 
N.C. ;  Representative  Leonard  Lloyd  of  Robbinsville ;  Mr.  J.  S.  Howell  of  Rob¬ 
binsville;  Senator  Frank  Forsyth  of  Murphy,  N.C. ;  and  Mr.  H.  A.  Mattox  of 
Murphy,  N.C.,  who  is  chairman  of  the  Board  of  Education  of  Cherokee 
County,  N.C. 

The  North  Carolina  and  Tennessee  commissions  have  worked  together  on  this 
project  and  have  met  and  discussed  these  matters  at  considerable  length  with 
representatives  of  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  from  Tennessee,  North  Carolina,  and 
the  Regional  Office  in  Atlanta,  Ga.  I  believe  that  what  I  am  about  to  say  today 
represents  the  combined  thinking  of  these  two  commissions  and  is  thoroughly 
in  keeping  with  the  policies  and  long-range  plans  of  the  Forest  Service. 

When  our  county  industrial  committee  was  first  created,  its  first  concern  was 
to  make  a  study  of  our  assets,  in  order  to  devise  some  means  of  improving  the 
economy  of  the  county. 

Monroe  County  adjoins  the  State  of  North  Carolina  on  the  east,  and  on  that 
side  of  the  county  runs  a  chain  of  mountains,  a  large  part  of  which  is  encom¬ 
passed  in  the  Great  Smoky  Mountains  National  Park.  Approximately  40  per- 
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cent  of  the  land  in  Monroe  County  is  in  national  forests.  This  mountainous  area, 
just  as  ruggedly  beautiful  as  the  Smokies,  is  probably  even  more  primitive. 
Numerous  peaks  approach  the  5,000-foot  elevation,  and  some  exceed  it.  The 
entire  area  is  interlaced  with  the  finest  and  most  extensive  system  of  mountain 
streams  in  existence.  Many  Forest  Service  roads  and  timber  access  roads  cover 
the  area  and  make  portions  of  it  accessible  to  the  sportsman  or  ardent  out- 
doorsman.  However,  for  lack  of  first-class  roads,  this  great  area,  for  all  practical 
purposes,  is  closed  to  traveling  America. 

Eastern  Tennessee  and  western  North  Carolina,  along  with  southwest  Vir¬ 
ginia  and  north  Georgia,  constitute  the  summer  vacation  land  of  this  Nation. 
The  business  of  serving  the  needs  of  these  millions  of  annual  visitors  has  become 
our  largest  single  industry. 

Believing  that  our  best  hope  for  economic  and  industrial  improvement  lay  in 
taking  advantage  of  the  great  natural  assets  with  which  we  were  endowed,  our 
committee  initiated  the  efforts  which  we  have  been  pressing  for  6  years. 

We  enlisted  the  aid  of  Hon.  James  B.  Frazier,  Representative  from  the  Third 
Congressional  District  of  Tennessee,  in  whose  district  all  of  the  Tennessee  area 
lies,  and  Hon.  Estes  Kefauver,  senior  Senator  from  Tennessee,  whose  home  town 
is  Madisonville,  Tenn.,  in  Monroe  County.  Numerous  civic  clubs  in  Tennessee 
and  North  Carolina  joined  in  this  effort,  and  one  of  their  great  contributions 
was  the  spectacular  Wagon  Train  Celebration,  which,  for  4  years,  has  crossed 
the  mountains  from  Tellico  Plains,  Tenn.,  to  Murphy,  N.C.,  on  the  Fourth  of 
July. 

Working  first  with  Mr.  John  B.  Spring,  Forest  Supervisor  of  the  Cherokee 
National  Forest  in  Tennessee,  then  with  other  officials  of  the  Forest  Service  and 
of  the  States  of  Tennessee  and  North  Carolina,  a  plan  was  evolved  for  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  region  to  which  I  have  referred. 

Basically,  this  plan  provided  that  the  States  of  Tennessee  and  North  Carolina 
woidd  acquire,  construct,  and  maintain  a  highway  connecting  Tellico  Plains 
with  Murphy,  N.C.  This  road  would  effectively  bisect  the  area  and  make  fur¬ 
ther  development  of  it  possible.  The  plan  further  contemplated  that  Federal 
funds  would  be  sought  to  build  roads,  camping  sites,  and  other  necessary  recrea¬ 
tional  facilities  to  make  this  vast,  beautiful,  and  primitive  mountain  region 
available  to  a  large  part  of  the  130  million  people  expected  to  visit  our  national 
forests  annually,  by  1969. 

I  would  like  to  file,  with  this  statement,  a  map  of  region  8  of  the  national 
forest,  which  map  is  shaded  to  show  the  national  forest  within  that  area.  This 
map  discloses  that  the  Cherokee,  Nantahala,  Pisgah,  and  Chattahoochee  Na¬ 
tional  Forests  join  to  make  the  largest  concentration  of  national  forest  land, 
or  publicly  owned  land,  east  of  the  Rocky  Mountains. 

The  plan  to  which  I  have  briefly  alluded  has  been  approved  by  unanimous 
resolutions,  adopted  by  the  Legislatures  of  North  Carolina  and  of  Tennessee. 
A  copy  of  the  resolution  adopted  by  the  Legislature  of  the  State  of  Tennessee 
is  attached  to  this  statement  as  an  addenda. 

The  national  forests,  to  which  I  have  referred,  encompass  approximately 
2,400,000  acres  of  land.  They  almost  surround  the  Great  Smoky  Mountains 
National  Park,  which  is  the  most  visited  of  all  the  national  parks.  The  north¬ 
ern  and  eastern  portions  of  this  area  have  been  improved  by  the  construction 
of  the  Blue  Ridge  Parkway,  a  magnificant  scenic  highway,  which  attracts  more 
than  5  million  visitors  per  year. 

The  portion  of  these  public  lands  about  which  I  am  speaking,  including 
specifically  the  southern  division  of  Cherokee  National  Forest,  and  the  western 
portion  of  the  Nantahala  National  Forest,  have  received  comparatively  little 
funds  for  recreational  or  tourist  development.  Yet,  this  relatively  undeveloped 
section  is  attracting  more  than  a  million  visitors  per  year.  The  latest  official 
figures  that  I  have  cover  only  a  portion  of  the  area,  and  that  reports  617,000 
visitors  in  1958  in  the  Tellieo-Hiwassee-Ocoee  Ranger  Districts  of  the  Cherokee 
National  Forest.  The  number  of  visitors  is  increasing  rapidly  each  year,  and 
with  a  minimum  of  expense  per  capita,  this  area  coidd  easily  attract,  hold,  and 
benefit  10  million  visitors  annually. 

There  are  two  other  facts  on  which  I  would  like  to  comment  briefly,  with 
reference  to  the  location  of  this  area.  It  is  the  only  national  forest  area  in  the 
Eastern  United  States  having  mountains  of  sufficient  height  to  provide  ideal 
climatic  conditions  in  the  summertime,  with  primitive  wildernesses,  beautiful 
mountain  streams,  fishing,  hunting,  camping,  and  all  of  the  other  recreational 
potentials  which  the  vacationing  public  seeks. 
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The  second  intriguing  fact  is  that  this  area  is  within  easy  vacation  reach  of 
two-thirds  of  the  population  of  the  United  States.  When  the  Interstate  High¬ 
way  System  has  been  completed,  this  area  will  be  within  24  hours’  travel  time 
of  more  than  125  million  people. 

1  would  like  to  file  as  an  addenda  to  my  statement  a  composite  map  of  the 
area  under  discussion  and  which  shows  the  Cherokee  National  Forest,  the 
Nantahula  National  Forest,  and  the  projection  of  proposed  roads  within  the 
area.  I  understand  that  this  system  of  roadways  fits  into  the  long-term  plan¬ 
ning  of  the  development  of  the  national  forest,  as  submitted  to  the  Congress 
by  the  President.  As  the  shaded  portion  of  the  map  will  disclose,  some  of 
these  projected  roads  are  entirely  on  public  lands  and  nearly  all  of  them  largely 
on  public  lands.  The  road  numbered  1210,  extending  from  Tellico  Plains,  Tenn., 
following  Tellico  River,  to  the  top  of  the  mountain,  is  already  in  service,  and 
will  be  taken  over  by  the  State  of  Tennessee  when  North  Carolina  completes 
the  link  designated  at  420.  The  Tennessee  end  of  this  road  has  been  hard 
surfaced,  and  the  State  of  Tennessee  has  completed  the  surfacing  of  the  last 
3 y2  miles. 

The  road  with  which  I  am  particularly  concerned  today  and  one  that  I 
believe  can  be  justified  from  any  consideration  is  the  road  from  Robbinsville, 
N.C.,  to  Tellico  Plains,  Tenn.  This  road  can  be  constructed  entirely  on  public 
lands  or  it  can  be  constructed  so  that  the  greater  portion  of  it  is  on  public 
lands.  Existing  roadways  now  are  on  Forest  Service  land,  and  they  are  416-3, 
416-2,  81  and  81-B,  leading  from  Robbinsville,  N.C.,  to  the  top  of  the  mountain 
at  the  Tennessee  line  near  Stratton  Meadows.  From  that  point,  existing  road 
1234  would  carry  this  road  to  within  approximately  7  miles  of  Tellico  Plains, 
Tenn.  The  numbered  roads,  which  I  have  just  mentioned  from  Robbinsville  to 
a  point  some  7  miles  from  Tellico  Plains  are  dirt  roads  of  low  classification, 
but,  for  the  most  part,  have  good  location  and  good  grade. 

To  further  describe  this  road,  it  should  be  said  that,  when  opened  to  travel, 
it  would  not  only  be  a  short  connecting,  and  therefore  useful,  link,  but  it  would 
be  a  scenic  highway  unsurpassed  in  beauty.  At  Robbinsville  it  would  connect 
with  Federal  Highway  No.  129,  which  is  the  principal  access  route  to  Fontana 
Dam  and  to  a  portion  of  the  Great  Smoky  Mountains  National  Park.  From 
Robbinsville,  it  would  pass  by  Joyce  Kilmer  Memorial  Forest,  which  is  one  of 
the  most  beautiful  and  inspiring  spectacles  to  be  seen  anywhere.  From  that 
point,  for  about  10  miles,  it  climbs  the  mountain  to  the  Tennessee  line,  which 
is  the  mountain  top.  From  that  point,  it  proceeds  along  the  road  marked  1234 
for  several  miles  along  a  mountain  top,  passing  through  and  above  vistas  of 
primitive  beauty.  It  will  be  necessary  to  survey  and  relocate  a  portion  of  this 
road  in  North  Carolina  and  relocation  of  a  portion  of  the  road  in  Tennessee 
will  also  be  necessary. 

I  suggest,  therefore,  that  this  route  be  surveyed  and  that  funds  be  made 
available  for  this  purpose.  The  Forest  Service  advises  that,  in  similar  terrain, 
the  average  cost  of  a  survey  is  between  $3,500  and  $4,000  per  mile.  This  pro¬ 
posed  route  would  approximate  42  miles,  and  I  suggest  a  figure  of  $160,000  as 
a  reasonable  amount  to  defer  the  cost  of  a  survey. 

I  am  also  advised  by  the  Forest  Service  that  the  cost  of  constructing  highways, 
or  proper  classification  to  carry  the  traffic,  in  terrain  such  as  this,  is  approxi¬ 
mately  $50,000  per  mile.  This  figure  does  not  include  bridges.  The  suggested 
route  crosses  no  large  streams,  and  bridging  is  not  a  major  problem.  Using  the 
estimate  of  $50,000  per  mile  and  allowing  $250,000  for  additional  bridge  expenses, 
I  submit  that  this  road  could  be  constructed  for  $2,350,000. 

If  this  committee  considers  these  suggestions  favorable,  I  hope  that  a  way 
can  be  found,  without  jeopardizing  any  other  funds  of  the  Forest  Service,  or  for 
public  roads,  to  specifically  earmark  such  funds.  I  suggest  the  possibility  of 
increasing  the  ceiling  of  either  the  Forest  Service  development  roads  and  trails 
fund  or  the  public  lands  highway  fund. 

In  addition  to  the  benefits  that  will  flow  to  the  millions  of  people  who  will 
enjoy  our  mountains  and  be  thrilled  by  their  beauty,  local  citizens  and  govern¬ 
ments  will  benefit  greatly  from  the  money  they  spend.  Tourism  is  one  of  our 
biggest  industries. 

We  must  not  lose  sight  of  many  other  factors  that  are  involved.  The  Forest 
Service  is  dedicated  to  the  principle  of  multiple  use,  providing  for  the  utilization 
of  all  of  the  potentials  of  the  national  forests  for  the  benefit  of  all  of  the  people. 
The  building  of  roads  will  not  only  increase  the  tourist  business  and  provide  a 
vacation  land,  but  it  will  make  the  forest  accessible  for  the  protection,  harvest- 
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ing,  and  marketing  of  forest  and  timber  products.  It  will  facilitate  the  fighting 
of  fires  and  the  control  of  insects  and  diseases  that  blight  the  forests.  It  will 
assist  in  the  protection  of  drainage  areas,  and  it  will  make  more  vast  areas  acces¬ 
sible  to  sportsmen  for  the  reaping  of  the  great  harvest  of  fish  and  game. 

The  expenditure  of  money  for  the  purposes  I  have  suggested  is  not  a  waste  or 
a  gift.  I  think  it  should  be  regarded  as  an  investment.  This  mountainous  area 
is  so  popular  that  as  soon  as  the  roads  are  open,  the  traveling  public  will  exten¬ 
sively  use  them.  Every  new  mile  that  is  traveled  means  additional  tax  income 
from  gasoline  and  automotive  taxes.  It  is  my  firm  conviction  that  this  will  be 
a  self-liquidating  project,  and,  in  the  final  analysis,  it  will  be  a  sound  investment 
for  the  taxpayers  and  not  a  drain  upon  their  resources. 

We  need  to  keep  America  strong.  We  can  best  do  this  by  protecting  our  nat¬ 
ural  resources  and  taking  advantage  of  our  natural  assets.  I  believe  the  sug¬ 
gestions  I  have  made  for  appropriations  will  serve  for  the  purpose  of  helping  to 
strengthen  America.  I  earnestly  hope  that  this  committee  will  report  favorably 
and  earmark  reasonable  amounts  of  money  to  be  expended  for  the  purposes  which 
I  have  suggested. 

I  thank  you  on  behalf,  not  only  of  our  committee  and  of  our  local  government, 
but  on  behalf  of  all  of  the  pople  in  our  area  who  are  vitally  concerned. 

Mr.  Michael.  Following  that  testimony  the  report  of  the  Appro¬ 
priations  Committee  had  this  language  : 

Strong  and  convincing  presentation  was  made  to  the  committee  for  funds  to 
construct  a  road  linking  the  Cherokee  National  Forest  in  Tennessee  with  the 
Nantahala  National  Forest  in  North  Carolina.  Lack  of  authorization  prevented 
committee  consideration  of  the  proposal.  It  is  the  committee’s  hope  that  a  re¬ 
quest  for  authorization  will  be  placed  before  appropriate  legislative  committees 
for  attention. 

And  pursuant  to  that  an  amendment  to  S.  3136  was  introduced,  and 
that  is  the  bill  we  are  speaking  to  today. 

Speaking  for  us  today  will  be  Mr.  Herbert  Bates  of  Nashville,  a 
member  of  the  joint  commission  appointed  by  the  Governors  of  the 
two  States  to  coordinate  the  development  of  the  roads  and  facilities 
in  the  area  involved  in  this  bill.  Mr.  Bates  has  been  for  many  years 
an  official  of  the  Tennessee  Department  of  Highways  and  served  as 
chief  engineer,  commissioner  of  highways,  and  urban  engineer.  He 
has  worked  with  us  diligently  on  this  project.  He  is  known  in  Ten¬ 
nessee  as  “Mr.  Tennessee  Highways.”  It  is  my  pleasure  to  introduce 
to  this  committee  Mr.  Herbert  Bates. 

Senator  McNamara.  We  are  very  happy  to  have  the  gentleman 
here. 

You  may  proceed  in  your  own  manner,  sir. 

Mr.  Bates.  Thank  you. 

STATEMENT  OF  HERBERT  M.  BATES,  CHIEF  URBAN  ENGINEER, 
TENNESSEE  DEPARTMENT  OF  HIGHWAYS 

Mr.  Bates.  Mr.  Chairman,  first  I  would  like  to  extend  to  you  and 
the  honorable  members  of  the  committee  greetings  from  our  Governor, 
Governor  Ellington,  and  also  offer  his  regrets  that  he  was  unable  to  be 
here  in  person  today  to  take  part  in  this  hearing. 

Senator  McNamara.  We  too  regret  he  could  not  be  here,  but  we 
know  he  is  ably  represented. 

Mr.  Bates.  Thank  you,  sir. 

It  is  a  great  privilege  for  me  to  appear  before  such  a  distinguished 
group  of  gentlemen  to  present  our  intense  interest  in  Tennessee,  in  the 
development  of  a  national  forest  road  extending  from  Tellico  Plains, 
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Tenn.,  to  Robbinsville,  N.C.  Specifically  the  proposed,  road  will  be 
located  in  the  Cherokee  National  Forest  lands  in  southeastern  Tennes¬ 
see  and  the  Nantahala  National  Forest  lands  in  southwestern  North 
Carolina. 

Over  2  years  ago  I  became  interested  in  linking  our  two  great  States 
of  Tennessee  and  North  Carolina  with  adequate  highway  facilities, 
at  which  time  I  was  appointed  a  member  of  a  commission  by  Gover¬ 
nor  Ellington  to  coordinate  our  efforts  in  Tennessee  with  a  similar 
commission  appointed  by  Governor  Sanford  of  North  Carolina. 

The  Forest  Service  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  now 
has  in  39  States  and  Puerto  Rico  191  million  acres  of  forest  lands. 
These  lands  have  many  potentials,  such  as  water,  recreation,  timber, 
forage,  and  wildlife.  There  are  many  miles  of  trails  and  narrow 
roads  in  the  forest  lands  but  for  the  most  part  they  are  insufficient 
in  their  usage  to  provide  adequate  transportation  to  promote  the  de¬ 
velopment  of  the  natural  resources  that  are  so  abundant  in  the  national 
forest. 

The  development  of  a  forest  road  between  the  two  points  pre¬ 
viously  mentioned  would  provide  access  to  the  most  wonderful  areas 
in  the  national  forest  east  of  the  Rocky  Mountains.  Extensive  new 
areas  will  be  provided  for  those  who  are  interested  in  going  to  the 
forest  to  camp  along  the  streams  and  fish,  or  for  those  who  are  inter¬ 
ested  in  more  rugged  sportsmanship ;  bear,  wild  boar,  and  deer  hunt¬ 
ing  are  available. 

The  development  of  a  road  through  this  area  will  be  an  invitation 
to  the  citizens  of  this  Nation  to  visit  the  Cherokee,  Nantahala,  Pisgah, 
and  Chattahoochee  National  Forests.  In  addition  to  the  points  of 
interest  just  mentioned,  the  proposed  road  would  be  in  close  prox¬ 
imity  to  the  Joyce  Kilmer  Memorial  Forest.  I  have  been  privileged 
to  visit  the  Joyce  Kilmer  Forest  recently  and  I  was  awed  by  the  vast¬ 
ness  of  its  38,000  acres  of  primitive  wilderness.  I  do  not  have  ade¬ 
quate  words  to  describe  the  beauty  that  I  observed  on  my  visit. 

It  is  our  opinion  that  the  construction  of  this  scenic  highway  between 
Tellico  Plains,  Tenn.,  and  Robbinsville,  N.C.,  a  distance  of  47.8 
miles — Tennessee  26.9  miles,  North  Carolina  20.9  miles — will  be  of 
great  value  to  the  Forest  Service  in  fire  detection  and  control,  the 
development  of  water  resources,  the  control  of  diseases  of  trees, 
weather  damages,  and  harmful  animals.  It  would  also  provide  access 
to  the  areas  where  the  harvesting  of  old  timber  is  necessary.  The 
removal  of  old  timber  becomes  necessary  to  provide  space  for  new 
growth  and  at  the  same  time  removes  from  the  forest  such  trees  that 
have  been  damaged  by  fire,  age,  weather,  and  disease. 

With  the  explosion  of  the  population  growth  in  this  Nation,  more 
and  more  demands  are  going  to  be  made  on  all  levels  of  government 
to  provide  facilities  for  recreation  and  diversion  from  the  highly 
populated  urban  areas  and  the  complex  requirements  of  our  every¬ 
day  life.  The  road  proposed  through  the  area  described  above  will 
encourage  the  visitation  of  thousands  and  thousands  of  tourists  each 
year,  thereby,  bringing  into  sharp  focus  the  recovery  of  the  economic 
conditions  in  southeastern  Tennessee  and  southwestern  North  Caro¬ 
lina.  For  an  example,  Monroe  County,  Tenn.,  is  a  rural  county  with 
approximately  40  percent  of  its  total  area  in  the  national  forest 
and  the  balance  of  the  county  is  quite  rugged  and  not  adaptable  to 
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the  location  of  large  industries.  With  a  road  through  the  national 
forest,  the  tourists  that  would  be  attracted  to  this  area  would  bring 
with  them  their  requirements  for  motel  accommodations,  food,  gas, 
and  oil  and  many  other  articles,  including  camping,  hunting,  and  fish¬ 
ing  equipment.  Tourism  over  the  N ation  has  become  one  of  our  largest 
industries  in  this  country  and  with  roads,  recreation,  and  other  facil¬ 
ities  for  the  vacationist  in  this  area  the  various  cities,  counties,  and 
States  will  immediately  realize  an  upsurge  in  taxes  collected.  It 
is  our  belief  that  with  a  road  through  the  forest  lands  mentioned 
above  the  cost  of  same  would  be  self-liquidating  through  increases 
in  taxes  collected. 

In  conclusion,  I  would  like  to  apprise  you  of  the  efforts  of  the  re¬ 
gional  office  at  Atlanta  and  the  local  offices  in  Tennessee  and  North 
Carolina  of  the  Forest  Service  in  their  long-range  planning  for  de¬ 
velopment  of  additional  trails,  roads,  and  facilities  for  the  proper 
maintenance  of  the  forest  lands,  and  at  the  same  time  make  the  areas 
more  inviting  to  visitors.  I  think  the  efforts  of  the  personnel  are 
commendable  and  the  results  of  their  work  is  outstanding,  particularly 
so  with  the  limited  funds  at  their  disposal. 

Again  permit  to  me  express  my  appreciation  of  having  this  opportu¬ 
nity  of  appearing  before  you  to  express  our  sincere  feelings  for  the 
construction  of  a  road  through  these  national  forest  lands,  and  to  ex¬ 
press  our  hope  for  your  consideration  and  recommendation  to  the 
Congress  for  an  adequate  appropriation  to  the  public  lands  highway 
funds,  or  to  the  appropriate  categories,  to  perform  such  work  as  I  have 
outlined. 

Thank  you,  Senator. 

Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you  very  much,  sir.  You  can  be  sure 
that  your  recommendations  will  be  given  every  consideration. 

Mr.  Michael.  If  you  would  indulge  us,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like 
Dr.  Hyde  to  be  able  to  present  this  statement  of  the  Governor  of  North 
Carolina.  It  is  very  brief. 

Mr.  Hyde.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

On  behalf  of  the  Governor  of  North  Carolina,  the  Honorable  Terry 
Sanford,  I  would  like  to  say  that  we  greatly  appreciate  this  opportu¬ 
nity  to  appear  in  support  of  this  project.  I  have  a  very  brief  state¬ 
ment  from  the  Governor  that  I  would  like  to  read,  with  your  indul¬ 
gence,  and  ask  that  it  be  entered  into  the  record. 

Senator  McNamara.  Without  objection  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  Hyde  (reading)  : 

One  of  tlie  most  beautiful  spots  of  our  Nation  lies  between  Tellico  Plains, 
Tenn.,  and  Andrews,  N.C.  This  is  in  tbe  area  of  the  Great  Smoky  Mountains 
National  Park  and  of  the  Blue  Ridge  Parkway  which  annually  attract  hundreds 
of  thousands  of  tourists  from  throughout  this  Nation  and  other  lands.  The  area 
between  Tellico  Plains  and  Andrews  regrettably  is  largely  inaccessible. 

Therefore,  I  strongly  urge  that  the  Public  Lands  Committee  of  the  U.S.  Senate 
approve  completion  of  the  “wagon  train”  road  between  Tellico  Plains  and  An¬ 
drews,  N.C.  Such  approval  would  mean  the  opening  of  a  new  frontier  for  travel¬ 
ing  Americans  who  enjoy  the  Great  Smoky  Mountains  National  Park  and  the 
Blue  Ridge  Parkway. 

The  approval  of  the  Public  Lands  Committee  of  the  U.S.  Senate  would  also 
constitute  a  tremendous  boost  for  the  economy  of  this  area,  inasmuch  as  tourism 
is  the  one  major  industry  of  the  section. 

Approval  of  the  “wagon  train”  road  by  this  committee  would  be  an  investment 
not  only  in  the  economy  of  this  section  of  the  Nation,  but  would  also  be  a  signifi¬ 
cant  contribution  to  the  pleasure  of  millions  of  Americans.  I  earnestly  commend 
approval  of  this  project  to  the  members  of  the  Public  Lands  Committee  of  the 
U.S.  Senate. 
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Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you  very  much,  gentlemen. 

Senator  Jordan.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  was  notified  just  a  few  minutes 
before  I  came  into  the  meeting  that  Mr.  Jordan  was  sick  and  was 
unable  to  be  here.  However,  he  is  in  town,  and  he  came  here  for  this 
purpose  and  he  became  sick  this  morning.  I  am  sorry,  but  I  did  want 
to  get  his  name  on  the  record  as  he  did  come  in  town  for  this  hearing, 
and  is  chairman  of  the  highway  eommmission  of  that  area  of  the 
State. 

Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Senator  Jordan.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  he  has  a  statement  may  I  present 
it  later  ? 

Senator  McNamara.  Oh,  certainly.  If  you  will  furnish  it  promptly 
to  the  reporter  it  will  be  made  part  of  the  record. 

I  am  advised  because  of  the  death  of  a  brother  of  the  Honorable 
Carl  Albert,  majority  leader  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  he  was 
unable  to  appear  this  morning  before  this  committee  on  behalf  of  the 
proposed  Skyline  Drive.  We  are  all  sorry  to  hear  of  the  death 
in  his  family  and  want  the  record  to  reflect  our  sympathies. 

The  last  witness  we  have  is  Mrs.  John  F.  SnjMer,  of  the  Federation 
of  Citizens’  Associations  of  Washington,  D.C. 

We  are  very  happy  to  hear  from  you  at  this  time,  Mrs.  Snyder. 

STATEMENT  OF  MRS.  JOHN  F.  SNYDER,  ON  BEHALF  OF  THE  FEDERA¬ 
TION  OF  CITIZENS’  ASSOCIATIONS,  WASHINGTON,  D.C. 

Mrs.  Snyder.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  regret  to  bring  us 
back  from  this  delightful  tour  of  the  national  parks  to  our  more  con¬ 
gested  situation  in  the  urban  areas  of  our  country. 

I  am  Mrs.  John  F.  Snyder,  cochairman  of  the  Committee  on  City 
Planning  and  Zoning  of  the  Federation  of  Citizens’  Association  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  and  I  have  come  to  support  S.  2928  and  to  sug¬ 
gest  an  additional  clause  which  we  feel  is  important  to  the  solution 
of  the  people-space-highway  problem  to  which  this  bill  is  addressed. 

We  feel  that  it  is  imperative  that  Federal  highway  laws  be  brought 
up  to  date  through  the  provisions  of  this  bill  for  assuming  responsi¬ 
bility  for  the  relocation  of  persons  displaced  by  highway  construc¬ 
tion.  In  our  opinion  this  bill  will  have  the  effect  of  giving  greater 
consideration  to  the  location  of  interstate  highways  in  nonresidential 
areas,  which  is  in  accord  with  our  policies.  We  also  feel  that  we  have 
a  collective  responsibility  for  businesses  displaced  by  the  highway 
system,  and  for  the  record,  we  urge  that  provision  for  relocation  aid 
be  extended  to  businesses  during  the  process  of  amending  these  laws. 

However,  since  S.  2982  is  confined  to  Federal  aid  to  assure  decent, 
safe,  and  sanitary  housing  for  displaced  families,  our  experience  in  the 
Washington  situation  prompts  us  to  point  out  to  you  an  administra¬ 
tive  factor  which  has  been  overlooked  and  which  is  extremely  impor¬ 
tant  to  metropolitan  areas  involving  several  jurisdictions. 

If  the  object  of  this  bill  is  to  keep  the  highway  program  moving, 
while  at  the  same  time  attending  to  the  needs  of  those  to  be  displaced, 
then  it  should  provide  for  dealing  with  duly  constituted  authorities 
representing  the  several  jurisdictions  in  metropolitan  areas  such  as 
Washington,  instead  of  being  geared  to  deal  only  with  individual 
States  for  those  relocated  within  the  same  jurisdiction  from  which 
they  are  displaced. 
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Since  Federal  aid  to  highways  has  from  its  inception  been  an  incen¬ 
tive  program  designed  to  achieve  maximum  coordination  among  the 
States,  extension  of  its  coordinating  power  into  the  tense  jurisdic¬ 
tional  stalemates  of  metro  areas  would  be  thoroughly  in  keeping  with 
traditional  objectives. 

You  gentlemen  are  familiar  with  the  major  factors  in  the  District 
of  Columbia  citizen  versus  highway  controversy  which  has  consumed 
so  much  yardage  in  the  press  and  so  much  time  in  congressional  hear¬ 
ings.  The  loose  housing  and  welfare  policies  of  Washington  adminis¬ 
trations,  as  opposed  to  the  tight  policies  of  surrounding  jurisdictions, 
have  resulted  in  a  concentration  of  indigent  and  semi-indigent  fam¬ 
ilies  in  the  Federal  City  all  out  of  proportion;  so  that  in  the  grow¬ 
ing  metro  area  of  which  it  is  the  center,  we  have  virtually  all  the 
public  housing  in  the  area. 

How  do  you  meet  the  demand  for  more  highways,  displacing  more 
people,  who  require  more  public  housing  on  less  space,  with  a  dwin¬ 
dling  tax  base?  The  citizens  who  have  chosen  to  stay  and  fight  for 
the  survival  of  this  city  have  reacted,  singly  and  collectively,  to  this 
pressure  as  we  are  prone  to  do  when  we  find  ourselves  backed  into  a 
corner.  The  reaction  ranges  in  intensity  but  it  is  clear  that  much  of 
the  opposition  is  based  upon  the  universal  conviction  that  the  District 
of  Columbia  can  no  longer  play  the  role  of  the  goose  that  lays  the 
golden  egg  for  suburbia. 

Reaction  can  be  ameliorated  and  new  channels  for  progressive 
action  can  be  fostered  through  an  equitable  distribution  of  the  people- 
space  problems  generated  by  highway  construction,  and  this  bill  can 
incorporate  a  clause  which  will  give  impetus  to  the  essential  correc¬ 
tives. 

We  suggest  the  insertion,  between  clauses  (2)  and  (3)  in  this  bill, 
another  one  which  would  be  numbered  (3)  and  would  change  the 
present  clause  (3)  to  be  numbered  (4).  The  new  clause  would  be 
generally  stated  to  this  effect : 

(3)  In  metropolitan  areas  where  equitable  distribution  of  relocation  prob¬ 
lems  must  be  sought  among  several  jurisdictions,  provide  all  possible  assistance 
to  the  duly  constituted  body  (composed  of  representatives  of  these  jurisdictions) 
authorized  to  act  for  the  entire  metropolitan  area  as  delimited  by  the  Bureau  of 
the  Census,  and  to  make  pro  rata  payments  to  each  individual  jurisdiction  upon 
the  basis  of  the  official  agreement  presented  to  the  Secretary  by  said  body. 

Gentlemen,  in  conclusion  I  wish  to  state  that  I  feel  optimistic  about 
the  acceptance  of  this  proposal  by  our  own  metro  area  neighbors. 
Since  the  Fort  Davis  Citizens’  Association  and  the  Federation  of 
Citizens’  Associations  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  first  called  for  a 
Regional  Housing  Authority  3  years  ago,  the  federation  has  been 
pressing  the  reasonableness  of  such  an  approach.  The  official  pot 
simmered  hopefully  for  a  while,  but  subsided  as  is  too  often  the  case 
where  there  is  no  compelling  reason  for  our  Commissioners  to  heed  the 
voice  of  the  people.  However,  through  person-to-person  contacts  in 
the  Inter-Federation  Council  of  Metro  Area  Citizens’  Associations  we 
have  found  that  there  is  increasing  awareness  of  the  need  for  some 
such  authority,  since  housing  is  recognized  as  being  involved  in  every 
aspect  of  metro  life  and  development  (including  highways). 

Many  in  officialdom,  such  as  Representative  Mathias  as  quoted  in 
the  “Supplemental  Views”  1  of  the  recent  Whitener  committee  report, 


1  Report  of  the  Special  Committee  on  Traffic,  Streets,  and  Highways,  87th  Cong., 
2d  sess.,  p.  4. 
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also  see  the  need  and  recognize  the  necessity  for  distributing  relocation 
responsibilities.  So  this  may  be  the  one  vital  piece  of  legislation 
needed  to  relieve  the  stalemate  and  get  us  organized  for  cooperative 
action.  If  so,  you  will  have  done  something  important  for  many  cities 
and  their  respective  metro  areas.  But  none  can  benefit  more  than 
your  Nation’s  Capital. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Senator  McNamara.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mrs.  Snyder.  You 
can  be  sure  your  testimony  and  recommendations  will  be  given  serious 
consideration. 

The  hearing  is  now  adjourned. 

(Whereupon,  at  12  :40  p.m.,  the  subcommittee  was  adjourned.) 
(Additional  statements  received  are  as  follows:) 

Statement  of  Senator  Jennings  Randolph,  a  U.S.  Senator  From  the  State 

of  West  Virginia 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  proposed  for  myself  and  my  colleague,  Senator  Byrd,  of 
West  Virginia,  an  amendment  to  increase  the  authorization  for  appropriations 
for  public  lands  highways  in  order  to  bring  under  consideration  a  proposed 
highland  scenic  road  through  the  Monongahela  National  Forest  in  West  Virginia. 

I  believe  in  the  validity  of  the  public  lands  highways  approach  as  we  seek  to 
provide  needed  scenic  routes  through  areas  of  public  domain  as  part  of  an  effort 
to  fulfill  the  requirements  of  a  well-rounded  outdoor  recreation  program  for  our 
increasing  population  in  this  country. 

The  testimony  we  have  heard  from  Government  witnesses,  and  from  our  col¬ 
leagues  in  the  Congress  and  their  constituents  from  North  Carolina,  Tennessee, 
Oklahoma,  and  Arkansas,  concerning  the  proposals  for  projects  under  this  pro¬ 
gram  in  their  States  has  been  cogent  and  compelling.  And  the  questions  and 
answers  which  have  been  developed  for  the  record  on  this  subject  are  most  en¬ 
lightening.  It  is  appropriate  that  I  call  attention  to  comment  by  a  witness  for 
the  U.S.  Forest  Service  that  his  agency  has  made  a  preliminary  survey  and  has 
made  recommendations  concerning  proposed  projects  in  several  of  the  national 
forests,  including  Monongahela  National  Forest  in  West  Virginia. 

The  fact  is,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  purpose  of  the  amendment  to  which  I  have 
referred  is  to  authorize  the  implementation  of  the  recommendations  of  the  U.S. 
Forest  Service  as  contained  in  its  “preliminary  reconnaissance  report  on  a 
highland  scenic  highway  in  West  Virginia  through  the  Monongahela  National 
Forest.” 

Engineering  estimates  contained  in  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  preliminary 
reconnaissance  report  indicate  the  proposed  nine-section  “highland  scenic  high¬ 
way”  would  be  over  160  miles  of  Government  and  private  land  at  a  total  esti¬ 
mated  cost  of  $27  million.  But  it  is  pointed  out  in  the  report  that  it  is  “readily 
susceptible  to  stage  or  section  construction,”  and  “each  completed  section 
would  be  a  valuable  and  usable  link  to  the  present  road  system.” 

As  a  prelude  to  its  report,  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  has  provided  a  background 
which  seems  to  me  to  be  pertinent,  and  I  request,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the  four- 
paragraph  introduction  be  printed  in  the  record  of  hearings  at  this  point. 

INTRODUCTION 

“For  many  years,  periodic  proposals  have  been  made  by  responsible  in¬ 
dividuals  and  organizations  for  construction  of  a  scenic  skyline  drive  through 
the  heart  of  the  Monongahela  National  Forest.  Those  who  have  advocated 
this  construction  feel  that  it  would  be  a  great  tourist  attraction  as  it  would 
traverse  some  of  the  most  spectacular  mountains  of  the  East  and  would  open 
up  vast  new  areas  for  recreation — camping,  picnicking,  photography,  sight¬ 
seeing,  hunting,  and  fishing. 

“The  Monongahela  terrain  consists  of  a  series  of  long  mountain  ridges  and 
valleys  running  from  northeast  to  southwest.  Principal  highways  serving  the 
forest  were  originally  built  to  handle  light,  slow-moving  traffic.  Although 
improvements  in  width,  alinement,  and  grade  have  provided  safer  standards 
and  accommodation  for  greater  volumes  of  traffic  so  that  these  roads  are  now 
important  links  in  the  forest  transportation  system,  none  of  them  meets  the 
qualifications  of  a  scenic  route  with  nationwide  attraction. 
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“Under  the  multiple-use  program  on  the  Monongahela,  this  scenic  road  would 
serve  to  tap  extensive  hardwood  forests  and  would  provide  access  for  inten¬ 
sive  development  of  water,  wildlife,  timber,  and  other  renewable  natural 
resources. 

Estimates  of  acreages  to  which  access  for  timber  harvest  and  management 
would  be  improved  were  based  on  the  conditions  that  no  activities  that  would 
impair  esthetic  values  would  be  conducted  within  visual  distance  of  the  road ; 
that  a  protective  buffer  zone  would  be  maintained  along  the  entire  length  of 
the  route,  and  that  necessary  operator-built  spur  roads  could  connect  with  the 
main  highway  only  at  those  points  where  complete  safety  and  a  minimum  of 
interference  would  be  assured.” 

In  anticipation  of  consideration  of  this  subject  as  part  of  our  deliberations 
on  FI.R.  12135,  I  sent  a  message  to  the  State  road  commissioner  of  West  Vir¬ 
ginia,  the  Honorable  Burl  A.  Sawyers,  informing  him  that  our  proposal  would 
be  based  on  the  U.S.  Forest  Service  report  advocating  a  nine-section  highway 
over  95  miles  of  Government  land  and  probably  over  65  miles  of  private  land, 
thus  necessitating  eventually  a  combination  public  lands  highway  and  new  pri¬ 
mary  or  secondary  connecting  roads  to  link  U.S.  50  to  the  north  of  the  Mononga- 
hela  National  Forest  and  U.S.  19  south  of  that  forest. 

Commissioner  Sawyers  is  familiar  with  this  recommendation  and  has  been 
an  advocate  of  such  a  scenic  route  through  the  Monongahela  National  Forest. 
He  was  a  member  of  a  Kennedy  task  force  which  had  earlier  submitted  to  the 
President  a  proposal  of  this  nature.  For  the  record,  I  inquired  of  Commissioner 
Sawyers  if  the  West  Virginia  State  Road  Commission  would  (1)  agree  to  assist 
in  making  planning  and  engineering  surveys,  (2)  agree  to  place  such  a  road  on 
the  A-B-C  system,  and  (3)  agree  to  construction  and  maintenance. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  have  Commissioner  Sawyers’ 
telegraphic  reply  inserted  in  the  record  of  hearings  at  this  point. 

August  9. 

Hon.  Jennings  Randolph, 

U.S.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C.: 

Re  your  telegram  August  8,  please  be  assured  that  in  the  event  authorization 
is  obtained  for  combination  public  land  highway  and  new  primary  road  from 
U.S.  50  near  Gormania,  through  Monongahela  National  Forest  to  U.S.  19  near 
Richwood,  the  State  Road  Commission  of  West  Virginia  would  be  willing  to  assist 
in  making  engineering  surveys,  would  designate  road  as  part  of  State  road  sys¬ 
tem,  and  would  agree  to  maintain  road  when  completed.  We  strongly  endorse 
your  efforts  in  obtaining  authorization  for  such  a  highway  which  would  be  of 
great  benefit  to  this  State.  Please  advise  if  we  can  render  any  further  assist¬ 
ance.  We  wish  to  cooperate  in  every  possible  way. 

Buhl  A.  Sawters, 

State  Road  Commissioner. 


[H.R.  12135,  87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

AMENDMENT  Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Randolph  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Btrd  of 
West  Virginia)  to  the  bill  (H.R.  12135)  to  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year 
1964  and  1965  for  the  construction  of  certain  highways  in  accordance  with  title  23  of 
the  United  States  Code,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz  :  On  page  3,  beginning  with  line  9, 
strike  out  all  through  line  11  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following : 

(8)  For  public  lands  highways,  $7,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1964,  of  which  $4,000,000  is  for  a  highway  between  United  States  Numbered 
Highways  19  and  50  through  the  Monongahela  National  Forest  in  West  Virginia, 
and  $7,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965,  of  which  $4,000,000  is  for 
such  a  highway  between  United  States  Numbered  Highways  19  and  50  through 
the  Monongahela  National  Forest  in  West  Virginia. 
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[H.R.  12135,  87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

AMENDMENTS  Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Metcalf  (for  himself  and  Mr.  Randolph) 
to  the  bill  (H.R.  12135)  to  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965 
for  the  construction  of  certain  highways  in  accordance  with  title  23  of  the  United  States 
Code,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz  : 

On  page  2,  beginning  with  line  17,  strike  out  all  through  line  20  and  insert 
in  lieu  thereof  the  following : 

“(3)  For  forest  development  roads  and  trails,  an  additional  $20,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963;  for  forest  development  roads  and 
trails  for  timber  development,  fire  protection,  and  administration,  $70,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $85,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1965;  and  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  for  recre¬ 
ation,  $25,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $25,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965.” 

On  page  10,  between  lines  2  and  3,  insert  the  following: 

“amendment  of  definition  of  forest  development  roads  and  trails 

“Sec  10.  Section  101(a)  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  is  amended  by 
inserting  after  the  period  at  the  end  of  the  paragraph  defining  the  term  ‘forest 
development  roads  and  trails,  the  following:  ‘Such  term  includes  (1)  “forest 
development  roads  and  trails  for  timber  development,  fire  protection,  and  admin¬ 
istration”  which  are  roads  and  trails  designed  and  constructed  primarily  but 
not  exclusively  for  timber  development,  fire  protection,  and  administration,  and 
(2)  “forest  development  roads  and  trails  for  recreation”  which  are  roads  and 
u-ails  designed  and  constructed  primarily  but  not  exclusively  for  recreation 
and  scenic  purposes.’ 

“availability  of  certain  funds  for  certain  highway  and  road  improvement 

“Sec.  11.  (a)  The  first  sentence  of  section  204(a)  of  title  26  of  the  United 
States  Code  is  amended  by  striking  out  ‘maintenance’  and  inserting  in  lieu 
thereof  ‘improvements’. 

“(b)  The  first  sentence  of  section  205(a)  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code 
is  amended  by  striking  ‘maintenance’  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘improvement’. 

“(c)  Section  209(a)  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  is  amended  by  strik¬ 
ing  out  ‘maintenance’  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘improvement’. 

“(d)  The  fourteenth  paragraph  under  the  heading  ‘Forest  Service’  in  the  Act 
of  March  4,  1913  (16  U.S.C.  501)  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  first  sentence 
and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following : 

“  ‘Ten  per  centum  of  all  moneys  received  from  the  national  forests  during  each 
fiscal  year  shall  be  available  at  the  end  thereof,  to  be  expended  by  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  for  the  construction  and  improvement  of  roads  and  trails  within 
the  national  forests  in  the  States  from  which  such  proceeds  are  derived ;  and  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  may,  whenever  practicable,  in  the  construction,  improve¬ 
ment,  and  maintenance  of  such  roads,  secure  the  cooperation  or  aid  of  the  proper 
State  or  territorial  authorities  in  furtherance  of  any  system  of  highways  of  which 
such  roads  may  be  made  a  part.’  ” 

On  page  10,  line  4,  strike  out  “Sec.  10”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “Sec.  12”. 

On  page  10,  line  16,  strike  out  the  period  after  “trails”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof 
a  semicolon,  and  after  such  line  insert  the  following : 

“(11)  Forest  development  roads  and  trails  for  timber  development,  fire 
protection,  and  administration ; 

“(12)  Forest  development  roads  and  trails  for  recreation.” 


212 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  19  62 


U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Appropriations, 

August  16,  1962. 

Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

Chairman,  Senate  Public  Works  Committee, 

Washington,  D.C. 

My  Dear  Senator  :  I  believe  your  committee  will  be  interested  in  knowing  of 
the  official  position  taken  by  the  Florida  State  Road  Department  on  section  3(b) 
of  H.R.  12135,  which  is  embodied  in  the  enclosure.  I  shall  appreciate  your  con¬ 
sidering  the  views  of  our  State  road  department  in  connection  with  this  bill. 
Thanking  you,  and  with  kindest  personal  regards,  I  remain, 

Yours  faithfully, 

Spessard  L.  Holland. 


Florida  State  Road  Department, 

Tallahassee,  July  26,  1962. 

Hon.  Spessard  L.  Holland, 

Member,  U.S.  Senate, 

Seriate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Holland  :  Reference  is  made  to  H.R.  12135,  being  an  act  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  for  the  construction 
of  certain  highways  in  accordance  with  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code,  and 
for  other  purposes,  which  was  passed  by  the  House  of  Representatives  on  July 
18,  1962,  and  is  now  being  considered  by  the  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works. 

Section  3(b)  of  H.R.  12135,  as  passed  by  the  House  provides,  inter  alia,  that 
the  States  give  satisfactory  assurance  that  relocation  advisory  assistance  is 
provided  for  the  relocation  of  families  displaced  by  reason  of  acquisition  for  any 
Federal-aid  highway  before  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  gives  his  approval  of  any 
project  for  right-of-way  acquisition  or  actual  construction.  This  requirement 
is  unobjectionable  to  the  State  road  department.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  the  de¬ 
partment  has  initiated  action  to  strengthen  its  present  advisory  assistance  pro¬ 
gram. 

We  are  informed  that  strong  effort  will  be  made  in  the  Senate  to  amend  section 
3(b)  of  H.R.  12135,  so  as  to  require  that  adequate,  safe,  decent,  sanitary,  con¬ 
venient  housing  exists  before  projects  are  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 
The  State  road  department  is  opposed  to  any  such  amendment  on  the  grounds  that 
it  will  unduly  hamper  and  delay  the  State’s  roadbuilding  program.  We  feel  that 
the  relocation  of  displaced  families  should  be  the  responsibility  of  responsible 
local  authorities  such  as  urban  renewal  agencies  and  housing  authorities,  which 
generally  exist  in  metropolitan  areas  where  the  problem  may  exist.  For  example, 
there  are  such  local  authorities  in  Tampa,  Miami,  Jacksonville,  and  other  metro¬ 
politan  areas  of  Florida. 

In  summary,  it  is  urgently  requested  that  you  resist  any  change  in  the  present 
language  of  section  3(b)  of  H.R.  12135. 

An  identical  letter  has  been  addressed  to  Senator  Smathers. 

Sincerely  yours, 


John  R.  Phillips,  Chairman. 


August  9, 1962. 

Senator  Dennis  Chavez, 

Chairman,  Senate  Public  Works  Committee, 

New  Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  As  general  counsel  and  manager  for  the  County  Super¬ 
visors  Association  of  California,  I  welcome  the  opportunity  to  go  on  record  in 
support  of  H.R.  12135,  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962,  in  the  form  in 
which  it  was  passed  by  the  House  of  Representatives.  Our  association  supports 
the  authorization  of  $950  million  for  the  A-B-C  program  for  fiscal  year  1964 
and  $975  million  for  fiscal  year  1965.  We  believe  the  progressive  increases  in 
funds  authorized  for  the  A-B-C  program  should  be  continued  at  the  annual  rate 
of  $25  million  per  year  until  the  annual  authorization  of  $1  billion  is  reached, 
in  accord  with  Congress  original  intent  as  expressed  in  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1956. 
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The  counties  of  California  are  particular  interested  in  the  national  forest 
road  and  trail  program.  It  is  our  recommendation  that  Federal  funds  for  the 
program  be  set  at  the  following  levels :  $67.5  million  for  fiscal  year  1963,  $90 
million  for  1964,  and  $120  million  for  1965.  These  moneys  are  very  essential 
to  implement  the  first  10-year  phase  of  this  program.  Since  local  governments 
have  a  25-percent  share  in  national  forest  revenues,  our  association  is  strongly 
behind  all  sound  implementation  of  the  program  for  the  development  of  national 
forest  access  roads. 

Our  support  of  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1962  is  based  on  more  than  local 
interests,  however.  Our  State  organization,  along  with  the  National  Association 
of  Counties,  has  always  supported  long-range,  balanced,  and  soundly  financed 
highway  programs  adequate  to  meet  the  growing  demands  of  traffic,  to  provide 
for  the  economic  development  of  our  country  and  to  meet  the  requirements  of 
national  defense. 

Very  truly  yours, 


William  R.  MacDougall, 

General  Counsel  and  Manager,  County  Supervisors  Association  of  California. 


U.S.  Senate, 

Committee  on  Rules  and  Administration, 

August.  15, 1962. 

Hon.  Dennis  Chavez, 

Chairman,  Senate  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

New  Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman  :  Enclosed  is  a  letter  I  have  received  from  Forrest  Albert, 
president  of  the  Burkland  Studs,  Inc.,  a  lumber  company  in  Livingston,  Mont. 

Mr.  Albert  discusses,  in  some  detail,  the  need  for  an  expanded  access  road 
program  and  its  importance  to  the  small  lumber  industry  in  Montana.  I  would 
appreciate  your  considering  the  contents  of  this  communication  in  conjunction 
with  the  Federal  Highway  Act.  Also,  if  this  communication  reaches  you  in 
sufficient  time,  I  would  like  to  have  it  incorporated  in  the  hearings  on  H.R. 
12135. 


Thank  you  and  with  best  personal  wishes,  I  am, 
Sincerely  yours, 


Mike  Mansfield. 


Burkland  Studs,  Inc., 
Livingston,  Mont.,  August  10, 1962. 

Hon.  Mike  Mansfield, 

U.S.  Senator, 

Senate  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Mansfield  :  I  am  writing  in  behalf  of  Burkland  Studs,  Inc.,  a 
sawmill  company  located  at  Livingston,  Mont.  In  our  operation  we  cut  lodgepole 
pine  and  inland  Douglas-fir.  Our  operations  were  started  here  in  1957.  Since 
1957  our  timber  supply  has  been  more  heavily  weighted  from  private  sources  than 
from  Forest  Service  sources  although  we  have  been  a  major  purchaser  of  Forest 
Service  timber  from  the  Yellowstone  working  circle  of  the  Gallatin  National 
Forest.  Private  stands  of  timber  here  are  rapidly  being  depleted  and  the  future 
operation  of  this  concern,  which  provides  direct  employment  for  over  140  people, 
will  be  based  entirely  upon  the  ability  of  the  Forest  Service  to  offer  its  full 
allowable  cut  in  this  working  circle  under  conditions  which  will  permit  us  to 
operate  successfully.  To  date  the  Forest  Service  has  never  been  able  to  offer  its 
full  allowable  cut  in  this  area. 

The  critical  element  in  the  Forest  Service’s  ability  to  market  the  full  cut  in 
this  working  circle,  under  conditions  which  will  permit  us  to  operate,  rests  in 
legislation  now  before  Congress  concerning  access  road  authorization  and  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Forest  Service.  In  the  past  3  years,  for  example,  the  Gallatin 
Forest  has  received  very  small  amounts  under  the  access  road  budget.  With  the 
small  amounts  of  money  received,  there  has  been  no  money  available  for  access 
road  construction.  We  very  strongly  urge  that  the  Senate  approve  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  recently  passed  by  the  House  with  the  amendment  to  this  act 
recently  requested  by  President  Kennedy.  It  is  our  understanding  that  the  act 
passed  by  the  House  authorized  $50  million  for  this  fiscal  year  for  the  Forest 
Service  roads  and  trails.  This  is  approximately  $12  million  more  than  was  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Forest  Service  last  year.  We  further  understand  that  President 
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Kennedy  recently  requested  an  additional  $10  million  for  a  total  of  $60  million 
for  fiscal  year  1963.  This  recent  request  was  made  after  the  House  had  acted 
on  the  bill.  It  is  impossible  to  stress  too  strongly  our  complete  support  for 
President  Kennedy’s  request  and  we  hope  that  the  Senate  will  concur.  A  $60 
million  access  road  program  for  this  year  would  be  roughly  $22  million  more 
than  the  Forest  Service  had  available  last  year.  Almost  all  of  these  increases 
for  this  year  would  go  toward  access  road  construction  since  the  maintenance, 
construction,  engineering  on  timber  sale  roads,  bridge  replacement,  co-op  work, 
and  other  items  which  have  had  almost  entirely  the  limited  access  road  funds  in 
the  past  years  should  not  materially  increase.  This  would  leave  the  increases 
then  for  access  construction. 

There  is  another  program  which  has  a  direct  bearing  on  our  problem  and  which 
holds  considerable  promise  for  a  solution  to  the  difficult  situation  we  are  in. 
The  program  we  are  referring  to  is  contained  in  the  Public  Works  Acceleration 
and  Coordination  Act  which  has  passed  the  Senate  and  is  now  before  the 
House.  We  understand  that  the  program  which  will  be  in  the  magnitude  of 
$750  million  to  $900  million  for  this  year  is  for  public  works  projects  in  dis¬ 
tressed  area  counties  and  cities  with  substantial  major  surpluses.  Our  checks 
further  indicate  that  all  of  the  Idaho  national  forests  in  this  region  are  located 
in  counties  which  will  qualify  for  assistance  under  this  act.  Many  of  the  west¬ 
ern  Montana  counties  also  are  eligible  for  assistance  here.  In  other  words, 
a  considerably  expanding  access  road  construction  program  under  this  emergency 
Public  Works  Act  could  take  place  in  all  of  the  Idaho  and  most  of  the  western 
Montana  forests  of  this  region.  This  would  leave  the  regular  Forest  Service 
access  road  budget  with  its  hope  for  substantial  increases  available  for  the 
eastern  Montana  forests  which  are  located  in  counties  which  will  not  qualify  for 
assistance  under  this  emergency  legislation. 

In  the  Yellowstone  working  circle  of  the  Gallatin  Forest,  which  holds  the 
key  to  our  survival,  at  least  $500,000  a  year  for  the  next  3  to  5  years  needs 
to  he  spent  in  the  Mill  Creek  drainage.  The  Forest  Service  already  has  some 
surface  work  completed  in  the  Mill  Creek  drainage.  There  are  no  access 
road  problems  blocking  an  accelerated  construction  program  in  this  drainage. 
A  3-  to  5-year  program  as  suggested  in  Mill  Creek  would  make  available  for 
sale  on  reasonably  acceptable  terms  a  timber  sale  program  for  the  coming  10 
years  which  would  assure  the  life  of  not  only  this  operation  but  other  mills 
located  in  this  area.  I  know  of  no  place  in  this  forest  where  this  amount  of 
money  can  reap  such  substantial  benefits. 

There  is  another  very  important  aspect  involving  Forest  Service  access  road 
construction  in  Mill  Creek.  Mill  Creek  drainage  has  outstanding  multiple-use 
characteristics.  In  addition  to  timber  harvested,  access  here  would  open  up 
national  recreation,  hunting  and  fishing,  and  facilitate  greatly  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  this  forest.  It  is  obvious,  therefore,  that  roads  developed  in  this 
major  depressed  area  should  be  of  sufficiently  high  standard  to  adequately 
serve  the  multiple-use  purposes.  With  the  serious  economic  difficulties  faced 
by  lodgepole  operators  involving  particularly  the  high  cost  of  logs,  it  will 
simply  be  impossible  for  the  timber  industry  to  build  the  type  of  roads 
needed  out  of  timber  sales  which  has  been  past  practice  in  this  area.  In 
other  words,  not  only  is  the  survival  of  the  existing  industry  here  depending 
upon  construction,  but  adequate  roads  for  other  users  of  this  forest  will  be 
totally  dependent  upon  access  road  construction.  Accordingly,  either  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  should  build  all  of  the  main-line  and  sub-main-line  roads  in  this 
drainage  or  at  a  minimum  should  co-op  in  a  substantial  way  with  the  successful 
purchaser  of  timber.  Another  way  of  looking  at  this  is  to  state  the  simple 
fact  that  in  few  areas  of  the  West  are  access  road  appropriations  so  critical 
to  survival  of  an  industry  and  to  the  implementation  to  the  congressional 
multiple-use  policies. 

I  referred  above  to  the  difficult  logging  cost  problem  faced  by  lodgepole 
operators.  You  may  know  that  lodgepole  pine  has  only  recently  been  used 
by  the  lumber  industry  in  any  substantial  amounts.  This  is  due  to  the  some¬ 
what  marginal  economic  factors  involved  in  logging,  manufacturing,  and  selling 
production  for  this  specie  of  timber.  The  difficulties  economically  for  lodgepole 
pine  stem  basically  from  its  small  size  and  low  volume  per  acre.  It  is  these 
factors  which  lead  to  its  high  logging  costs. 

This  company,  along  with  others  in  eastern  Montana  had  intended  to  come 
to  Washington,  D.C.,  to  testify  before  the  Senate  Works  Committee  in  support 
of  the  significant  increases  for  Forest  Service  access  roads.  The  press  of 
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business  problems  here,  however,  have  prevented  such  a  trip.  I  have  attempted 
to  state  in  this  letter  what  I  would  have  stated  in  Washington  before  the 
committee.  If  it  is  possible  to  incorporate  this  letter  in  the  legislative  hearing 
letter,  it  would  be  appreciated. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Forrest  Albert,  President. 

Statement  by  Philip  A.  Douglas,  Executive  Secretary,  Sport  Fishing 

Inititute 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  my  name  is  Philip  A.  Douglas, 
executive  secretary  of  the  Sport  Fishing  Institute,  located  in  Washington,  D.C. 
The  institute  is  a  private,  nonprofit  scientific  and  educational  fish  conservation 
organization,  supported  by  fishermen  and  industry,  dedicated  to  the  improvement 
of  sport  fishing.  Our  sole  objective  is  “to  help  shorten  the  time  between  bites” 
for  some  45  million  Americans  who  look  to  fishing  for  their  principal  means  of 
outdoor  recreation,  through  a  three-phase  program  of  research  on  fishery  biology, 
education  in  concepts  of  fish  conservation,  and  professional  service  to  conserva¬ 
tion  agencies.  (For  your  information,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Federal  Government 
received  $6,253,432.22  in  excise  taxes  on  the  manufacture  of  certain  items  of 
fishing  tackle,  purchased  by  these  many  millions  of  Americans  in  fiscal  year 
1960.) 

The  Sport  Fishing  Institute  endorses  S.  2767,  introduced  by  Senator  Lee 
Metcalf.  This  bill  would  provide  legislation  requiring  the  review  of  all  Federal- 
aid  highway  system  surveys,  plans,  specifications,  and  estimates  by  tbe  Secretary 
of  the  Interior,  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  fish,  wildlife,  and  recreation  re¬ 
sources  involved  in  such  projects.  Title  23,  section  106,  of  the  United  States  Code 
relating  to  highways  would  be  amended  to  include  this  stipulation. 

The  Nation's  rivers  and  streams,  or  “fish  highways,”  Mr.  Chairman,  are  being 
seriously  jeopardized  by  some  wanton  road  and  highway  construction  throughout 
the  many  States.  Numerous  examples  of  loss  of  the  fishery  habitat,  that  would 
have  supported  thousand  of  man-hours  of  enjoyable  needed  recreation  in  the 
great  out-of-doors,  are  on  file  in  the  various  State  fish  and  game  departments. 
Senator  Metcalf’s  many  inserts  in  the  Appendix  of  the  Congressional  Record— 
“SOS — Save  Our  Streams”  series — attest  to  these  cases  of  record.  The  hue 
and  cry  of  many  sportsmen’s  groups ;  local,  State,  and  National  communities ; 
State  and  Federal  conservation  agencies :  as  well  as  the  continuing  protests  and 
recommendations  by  Sport  Fishing  Institute,  give  vent  to  the  righteous  indigna¬ 
tion  of  the  many  millions  of  Americans  who  seek  their  needed  outdoor  recreation 
in  sport  fishing,  when  they  witness  the  drastic,  often  thoughtless,  usually  avoid¬ 
able  harmful  effects  on  fish  habitat  of  some  construction  methods  frequently 
employed  in  roadbuilding  adjacent  to  streams. 

It  would  seem  to  the  uninitiated,  that  there  can  be  no  harm  done  in  building 
a  superhighway  along  a  stream’s  bank,  or  in  straightening  out  a  hairpin  section  of 
roadway  by  crossing  and  culverting  a  stream.  The  point  that  most  miss  is  the 
damage  done  to  the  aquatic  habitat,  disregarded  in  the  early  construction  stages. 
During  the  actual  construction  period  much  sediment  is  thrown  into  the  stream 
proper.  This  in  itself  blankets  streambeds  for  many  miles,  obliterating  spawn¬ 
ing  beds,  encrusting  water  plants,  smothering  food  organisms,  and  literally 
destroying  all  forms  of  aquatic  life,  small  and  large  alike. 

This  is  the  vital  habitat  that  provides  the  reproduction  and  food-producing 
environment  we  are  expecting  a  “native”  (trout,  salmon,  smallmouth  bass,  wall¬ 
eye,  rock  bass,  etc.,  as  well  as  the  lesser  known  but  delightful  minnows,  darters, 
etc.)  to  inhabit.  Deep  pools  are  filled  and  the  roeky-graveled  bottom  no  longer 
provides  refuge  or  spawning  areas  for  aquatic  life.  In  fact,  due  to  a  shallowing 
and  (where  highways  parallel  streams)  warming  from  loss  of  marginal  shading 
vegetation,  waters  often  become  intolerably  warm  for  many  desirable  game 
fishes  during  certain  times  of  the  year.  This  is  the  acute,  almost  immediate 
effect  of  poorly  executed  highway  construction  where  there  is  ignorance  of  or 
little  or  no  regard  for  the  aquatic  habitat  or  the  valuable  resident  creatures. 
In  addition,  there  are  the  insidious,  chronic  effects — erosion — causing  the  greatest 
damage.  For  years,  following  such  damage,  siltation  pours  into  the  stream, 
occluding  the  formerly  beautiful  and  productive  natural  habitat.  Even  if  eggs 
are  laid  in  the  sand-  and  silt-laden  streambed,  they  are  soon  smothered  and  dead. 
The  end  result  is  a  complete  loss  of  natural  resources — priceless  God-given  assets 
gone  in  a  few  days,  that  took  many  decades,  even  centuries  to  build  up. 
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The  March  1962  issue  of  the  SFI  Bulletin,  distributed  monthly  by  the  Sport 
Fishing  Institute  to  some  23,000  conservation-minded  individuals  and  agencies 
throughout  the  United  States  and  abroad,  has  dedicated  its  lead  article  (pp.  1 
and  2)  (latest  in  a  long  and  continuing  series  of  articles  on  the  subject)  to  this 
problem  of  roadbuilding  and  its  effects  on  fishing.  Marked  copies  are  attached 
to  this  testimony  for  your  further  information.  The  vast  road  construction  plans 
for  the  future  must  surely  be  guided  in  sensible  paths  or  we  stand  to  lose  much 
of  what  the  Outdoor  Recreation  Resources  Review  Commission’s  report  to  the 
President,  “Outdoor  Recreation  for  America,”  says  we  must  gain — that  is,  many 
more  areas  suitable  for  outdoor  recreation  to  meet  growing  demands  by  greatly 
increasing  numbers  of  people  who  will  be  seeking  such  areas. 

Sport  Fishing  Institute  believes  that  much  unnecessary  and  wasteful  damage 
to  aquatic  resources  (and  the  recreational  opportunity  they  support)  can  be 
avoided  by  incorporating  a  few  “rules  of  conduct”  or  guidelines  into  highway 
program  policies  or  directives  for  engineers  uninformed  on  the  importance  and 
requirements  of  aquatic  resources.  Indeed,  it  may  be  possible,  in  many  in¬ 
stances — for  example,  providing  access  to  cutoff  waters ;  or,  strengthening  of 
road  fills  as  dams  with  installation  of  adequate  overflows,  thereby  creating  road¬ 
side  fishing  lakes,  etc. — to  enhance  recreation  opportunities.  In  any  event  we 
believe  that  observance  by  highway  engineers  of  these  “14  points,”  as  set  forth 
nearly  2  years  ago  by  U.S.  Forest  Service  fishery  management  biologist,  A.  F.  C. 
Greene,  would  go  far  toward  protecting  valuable  aquatic  resources. 

1.  Place  fill  or  waste  material  in  such  a  way  as  to  keep  it  out  of  streams 
even  at  flood  stage. 

2.  End-haul  fill  material  to  better  waste  areas  or  provide  structures  capable 
of  holding  it  in  place. 

3.  Make  detailed  plans  for  proper  drainage  and  necessary  drainage  structures. 

4.  Plan  culvert  installations  carefully  so  outlet  ends  do  not  hang  over  a  fill. 
Culvert  outlets  should  always  be  at  the  toe  of  a  slope  and  should  spill  onto 
stable  material. 

5.  Ileadwall  the  ends  of  culverts  when  inlet  faces  into  a  bank  and  riprap 
the  bank  at  that  point. 

6.  Upper  ends  of  culverts  should  always  be  higher  than  the  lower  end  so  that 
any  sediment  collections  can  be  carried  through. 

7.  Place  culverts  on  the  streambeds  so  passage  of  migratory  fish  is  assured 
during  low  flows. 

8.  Constxaict  sediment  settling  basins  to  remove  silt  from  water  before  it 
reaches  a  stream. 

9.  Use  correct  angles  of  repose  for  fills  and  cutbanks  in  relation  to  the  soils 
concerned  and  plant  all  scarred  areas  for  resodding. 

10.  Consider  the  use  of  fills  over  stream  channels  as  dams  which  can  impound 
fishing  waters.  Other  agencies  may  be  able  to  assist  with  costs  of  riprapping 
and  outlet  structures. 

11.  Keep  a  good  crown  and  clean  drainage  ditches  on  all  roads. 

12.  Clean  all  stream  channels  above  culverts  of  logs  and  driftwood  for  100 
feet  to  prevent  cloging  and  road  washouts. 

13.  Keep  roadways  as  far  as  possible  from  creek  channels. 

14.  Change  stream  channels  only  when  absolutely  necessary.  When  done, 
place  boulders,  logs,  or  other  stream  improvement  devices  in  new  channels 
to  create  improved  fish  habitat  conditions. 

In  closing,  please  permit  me  to  quote  from  the  President’s  March  1  message  on 
conservation  to  the  Congress  :  “As  our  population  expands,  as  our  industrial  out¬ 
put  increases,  and  as  rising  productivity  makes  possible  increased  enjoyment 
of  leisure  time,  the  obligation  to  make  the  most  efficient  and  beneficial  use  of 
our  natural  resources  becomes  correspondingly  greater.  *  *  *  The  standard 
of  living  we  enjoy— greater  than  any  other  nation  in  history — is  attributable  in 
large  measure  to  the  wide  variety  and  rich  abundance  of  this  country’s  physical 
resources.  But  these  resources  are  not  inexhaustible,  nor  do  they  automatically 
replenish  themselves.  *  *  *  We  depend  on  our  natural  resources  to  sustain 
us,  but  in  turn  their  continued  availability  must  depend  on  our  using  them 
prudently,  improving  them  wisely,  and,  where  possible,  restoring  them  promptly. 
We  must  reaffirm  our  dedication  to  the  sound  practices  of  conservation  which 
can  be  defined  as  the  wise  use  of  our  natural  environment ;  it  is,  in  the  final 
analysis,  the  highest  form  of  thrift — the  prevention  of  waste  and  despoilment 
while  preserving,  improving,  and  renewing  the  quality  and  usefulness  of  all 
our  resources.  Our  deep  spiritual  confidence  that  this  Nation  will  survive  the 
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perils  of  today — -which  may  well  be  with  us  for  decades  to  come — compels  us  to 
invest  in  our  Nation’s  future,  to  consider  and  meet  our  obligations  to  our 
children  and  the  numberless  generations  that  will  follow.” 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  opportunity  of  appearing  before  you  and 
your  committee.  We  fully  endorse  S.  2767,  and  strongly  urge  that  it  be  passed. 
In  our  view,  it  addresses  itself  constructively  in  the  public  interest  to  a  most 
important  issue. 

Roadbuilding  and  Fishing 

There  has  been  growing  concern  in  the  past  decade  among  conservationists 
over  the  increasing  threat  to  fishery  resources  and  dependent  fishing  posed 
by  expanding  road  and  highway  construction  programs.  The  impact  has  been 
both  direct,  through  construction  activities  in  the  beds  of  streams  and  the  ex¬ 
tensive  removal  of  gravel  deposits  vital  to  fish  spawning  and  fishfood  produc¬ 
tion,  and  indirect,  as  a  result  of  the  effects  of  suspended  silt  on  spawning  suc¬ 
cess,  food  production,  and  fish  growth.  A  number  of  localized  biological  studies 
have  been  conducted  and  have  demonstrated  the  harmful  effects  of  channeliza¬ 
tion,  inadequate  or  poorly  designed  culverts,  dredging  in  the  streambeds  for 
gravel  to  use  in  road  construction,  and  the  suspended  silt  loads  resulting  from 
these  activities. 

Effects  of  suspended  silt  on  fish  populations  are  less  obvious  though  nonethe¬ 
less  harmful.  An  extensive  study  was  made  of  this  problem  several  years  ago 
in  Oklahoma.  The  differences  found  in  fish  growth  and  reproduction,  and  pro¬ 
duction  of  fishfoods  between  clear  and  muddy  waters  were  of  great  significance. 
Fish  in  clear  water  gained  weight  about  four  times  as  fast  as  in  muddy  water. 
Muddy  water  had  a  marked  unfavorable  effect  on  reproduction  of  certain  species. 
Food  production  was  up  to  14  times  greater  in  clear  than  in  muddy  waters. 

We  have  heard  of  many  past  instances  in  the  West  where  spawning  areas  of 
salmon  and  steelhead  have  been  physically  removed  or  where  they  have  been 
damaged  by  pollution  resulting  from  gravel-washing  operations.  In  the  East 
and  North,  many  locally  famous  trout  streams  have  been  destroyed  by  bull¬ 
dozing.  In  the  South,  gravel  dredging  and  washing  has  done  incalculable  harm 
to  smallmouth  bass  especially. 

The  key  question  involved  concerns  relative  values.  For  which  purpose  is  the 
streambed  gravel  more  valuable — to  produce  fish  or  roadbeds?  In  this  con¬ 
nection,  California  has  made  an  intensive  survey  of  its  available  spawning  beds. 
It  was  estimated  in  1953  that  each  spawning  salmon  (regardless  of  sex)  in 
the  Sacramento  Valley  was  worth  about  $17.50  in  terms  of  the  commercial  and 
sport  fishing  values  produced  by  its  progeny. 

The  average  annual  value  to  the  sport  and  commercial  fisheries  of  the  salmon 
produced  by  an  average  of  380,000  spawners  in  the  Sacramento  Valley  is  roughly 
$6,500,000  (more  at  times).  This  is  a  naturally  renewable  resource — a  perpetual 
source  of  recreation  and  food  that  costs  nothing  to  produce.  The  capitalized 
value  at  a  conservative  4  percent  interest  rate,  is  over  $160  million. 

This  tremendous  crop  of  salmon  is  produced  from  a  small  area  of  gravel 
distributed  in  about  200  miles  of  streams  in  the  Sacramento  Valley.  On  the 
average  nearly  2,000  spawning  salmon  use  each  mile  of  stream  during  the  spawn¬ 
ing  period.  These  are  small  streams.  They  seldom  have  as  much  as  40  acres 
(usually  half  or  less)  of  actual  spawning  gravel  per  mile  of  stream.  And 
perhaps  some  50  salmon  spawn  on  each  acre  of  gravel,  as  an  estimate.  Thus  the 
value  of  the  salmon  produced  per  acre  of  spawning  gravel  exceeds  $800  (often 
$1,600  or  more)  annually. 

Very  little  farmland  in  the  country  can  consistently  produce  this  kind  of  a 
monetary  return.  Any  land  that  produces  an  annual  crop  worth  $800  would 
cost  at  least  $20,000  per  acre.  But  so  far  as  we  know,  no  one  is  paying  this 
much  for  land  for  farming  or  subdivisions  yet,  let  alone  twice  that  much. 

Gravel  in  a  streambed  represents  fully  as  tangible  an  asset  to  the  sport  and 
commercial  fishing  industry  as  it  does  to  the  construction  industry  for  use  in 
highways.  In  the  past,  however,  there  has  been  virtually  no  consideration  given 
to  protecting  these  valuable  gravel  spawning  beds. 

The  tremendous  Federal-State  roadbuilding  program  now  underway  can  be 
expected  to  exercise  a  major  influence  on  fishing  for  decades  to  come.  Its 
magnitude  is  staggering.  At  the  outset  of  the  program,  nearly  5  years  ago, 
the  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce  estimated  that  over  9.7  billion  tons  of 
aggregate  would  be  used  for  Federal-aid  highways  through  1970.  Unfortunately, 
unless  stringently  controlled,  much  of  this  incredible  amount  of  gravel  would  be 
dug  from  streambeds,  especially  in  regions  where  gravel  deposits  are  scarce. 
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Mr.  Bertram  D.  Tallamy  went  on  record  several  years  aero,  in  his  capacity  as 
Federal  Highway  Administrator,  as  being  concerned  for  the  esthetic  values  of 
road  construction.  He  stated  that  it  costs  no  more  to  have  a  highway  divide 
around  a  clump  of  trees  or  a  trout  stream  than  it  does  to  ignore  these  values 
and  destroy  them.  While  this  was  an  encouraging  attitude,  it  has  often  proved 
difficult  to  convince  State  highway  engineers  that  recreational  considerations 
may  be  fully  as  important  as  their  goal  of  getting  people  from  one  place  to 
another  in  as  short  a  time  as  possible.  Throughout  the  country  emphasis  on 
limited  access  highways  has  already  fenced  off  many  streams.  Insufficient 
thought  has  been  given  to  providing  access  to  streams  and  parking  areas  for 
fishermen  and  other  recreationists. 

A  recent  example  of  the  inflexible  thinking  exhibited  by  many  highway  engi¬ 
neers  is  the  proposed  construction  of  several  miles  of  new  high-speed  highway 
through  Logan  Canyon,  Utah.  This  would  have  serious  adverse  effects  on  the 
important  sport  fishery  of  the  Logan  River,  yet  could  be  ameliorated  to  a  great 
extent  through  redesign  at  an  added  cost  of  $325,000.  This  is  opposed  by  the 
State  engineers.  By  comparison,  fishermen  fishing  the  Logan  River  are  estimated 
to  spend  $444,000  annually. 

This  is  by  no  means  a  unique  situation,  occurring  all  too  frequently  in  many 
States.  It  is  because  of  such  widespread  occurrences,  coupled  with  a  full  appre¬ 
ciation  of  the  fish  and  wildlife  resources  affected,  that  the  International  Associa¬ 
tion  of  Game,  Fish,  &  Conservation  Commissioners  adopted  a  resolution  at  its 
1961  convention  calling  for  forceful  action  to  alleviate  the  problem.  The  inter¬ 
national  association  expressed  support  for  any  congressional  action  to  make  all 
plans  for  Federal-aid  highways  subject  to  review  by  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  through  amendment  to  the  Federal  “Coordination  Act.” 

In  this  vein,  we  were  pleased  to  note  last  month  that  the  National  Association 
of  County  Officials  and  the  American  Association  of  State  Highway  Officials  have 
formed  a  14-man  joint  State-county  highway  committee.  Some  of  the  announced 
objectives  of  the  committee — to  work  on  “problems  of  highway  and  mass  trans¬ 
portation  planning,  right-of-way  acquisition,  community  planning  and  zoning, 
and  the  problems  of  relationships  of  transportation  programing  to  other  aspects 
of  community  development” — would  seem  to  offer  an  open  door  to  conservation 
leaders. 

While  this  is  encouraging,  we  believe  that  the  problem  is  so  urgent  and  com¬ 
plex  that  voluntary  efforts  are  not  enough.  Therefore  we  were  pleased  to  see 
that  Senator  Lee  Metcalf,  of  Montana,  has  introduced  a  bill  (S.  2767)  in  the 
Congress  that  would  extend  the  “Coordination  Act”  principals  to  Federal-aid 
highway  systems.  The  bill  would  actually  amend  the  United  States  Code  relating 
to  highways  in  such  a  way  as  to  require  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  to  surveys,  plans,  specifications,  and  estimates  for  projects  on  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  highways  system  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  fish,  wildlife,  and  recrea¬ 
tion  resources.  Companion  bills  (H.R.  10269  and  H.R.  10453)  were  introduced 
by  Congressmen  Henry  Reuss,  of  Wisconsin,  and  Arnold  Olsen,  of  Montana. 

Yellowstone  Pine, 
Belgrade,  Mont.,  August  8, 1962. 

Hon.  Lee  Metcalf, 

U.S.  Senate,  Old  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.G. 

Dear  Senator  Metcalf  :  I  am  Blaine  Cobat,  part  owner  and  general  manager 
of  Yellowstone  Pine,  a  sawmill  company  located  at  Belgrade,  Mont.  Our  mill 
uses  basically  lodgepole  pine  and  was  one  of  the  pioneer  companies  in  Montana 
to  use  this  specie,  having  started  operations  early  in  the  1950’s.  We  presently 
provide  direct  employment  in  the  mill  and  the  woods  for  160  people  and  produce 
24  million  board  feet  of  lumber  annually. 

We  are  writing  to  express  our  strong  support  for  the  forest  roads  and  trails 
authorization  contained  in  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  which  recently  passed 
the  House  and  is  now  before  the  Senate  Public  Works  Committee.  We  under¬ 
stand  the  House  approved  $50  million  for  1963  fiscal  year,  $70  million  for  1964 
fiscal  year,  and  $85  million  for  fiscal  year  1965.  We  further  understand  that 
the  President  has  now  requested  an  additional  $10  million  (or  $60  million)  for 
1963  fiscal  year  and  that  the  Forest  Service  has  just  testified  before  the  Senate 
Public  Works  Committee  to  that  effect. 

It  is  urged  that  the  Senate  approve  the  full  amounts  ($60,  $70,  and  $85  million) 
as  now  requested. 
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The  lodgepole  pine  industry  has  had  difficult  cost-price  problems  in  recent 
years  with  log  costs  particularly  troublesome.  We  have  had  some  success  in 
helping  the  situation  by  working  with  the  Gallatin  National  Forest  people. 
We  are  significantly  dependent  on  this  national  forest.  Forest  Service  access 
road  funds,  if  used  wisely,  hold  the  major  hope  for  further  mitigating  our 
log  cost  problems. 

Access  roads  into  the  untapped  timber  stands  of  the  Gallatin  National  Forest 
have  in  recent  years  been  built  by  the  lumber  industry  under  timber  sale 
contracts.  Many  of  these  roads  must  be  considered  from  a  multiple-use  stand¬ 
point — particularly  recreation  use — -which  requires  reasonably  good  standards. 
Our  lodgepole  industry  now  finds  it  very  difficult  to  financially  justify  building 
even  bare  minimum  roads  for  logging  only  under  timber  sale  contracts.  In¬ 
creased  access  road  appropriations  will  permit  the  Forest  Service  to  build  the 
multiple  purpose  roads  needed  while  permitting  our  industry  to  keep  competitive 
in  the  field  of  log  costs. 

I  had  intended  to  come  to  Washington  to  make  this  statement  before  the 
Senate  Public  Works  Committee.  The  press  of  business  here  prevented  such  an 
appearance.  If  this  letter  could  be  incorporated  in  the  record,  however,  it  would 
be  appreciated. 

I  wish  to  commend  you  along  with  the  other  western  Senators  and  Congress¬ 
men  for  your  concern  and  the  real  help  for  our  western  lumber  industry. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Blaine  Cobat,  President. 


Douglas  Studs,  Inc., 

White  Sulphur  Springs,  Mont.,  August  13, 1962. 

Hon.  Lee  Metcalf 
U.S.  Senate, 

Senate  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Metcalf  :  I  had  planned  to  testify  before  the  Senate  Public 
Works  Committee  in  regard  to  the  need  for  increased  authorizations  for  forest 
roads  and  trails.  Because  of  a  serious  business  problem  I  was  unable  to  be  in 
Washington  last  Tuesday  and  Wednesday,  when  the  Senate  hearings  were 
held.  For  this  reason,  I  wrould  appreciate  your  submitting  this  letter  for  in¬ 
clusion  in  the  record  in  lieu  of  oral  testimony. 

We  operate  a  stud  mill  in  White  Sulphur  Springs,  Mont.,  manufacturing 
lodgepole  pine  exclusively,  and  are  wholly  dependent  on  the  Lewis  and  Clark 
National  Forest  for  our  timber  supply.  We  employ,  on  a  full  production 
schedule  in  the  woods  and  in  the  mill,  about  120  people. 

We,  with  most  other  eastern  Montana  lumber  producers,  face  cost,  produc¬ 
tion,  and  marketing  problems  unique  to  the  lodgepole  area  which  are  more 
severe,  we  believe,  than  the  problems  which  confront  the  rest  of  the  western 
lumber  industry. 

I  am  sure  you  are  fully  aware  of  the  relatively  small  size  of  lodgepole  and 
the  low  stand  per  acre  compared  to  other  western  softwoods.  It  takes  80 
to  100  long  logs  (16  to  40  feet)  to  make  a  truckload,  averaging  only  two  truck- 
loads  per  acre.  These  two  factors  (small  size  and  low  density)  are  respon¬ 
sible  for  higher  road  costs  per  thousand  board  feet,  much  higher  than  aver¬ 
age  logging  costs,  and  higher  milling  costs. 

As  you  know,  less  than  8  years  ago,  there  was  no  effective  commercial  lumber 
utilization  from  the  eastern  Montana  lodgepole  forests.  This  has  been  one 
of  the  main  reasons  the  region  has  lagged  in  allotting  access  road  construc¬ 
tion  funds  to  eastern  Montana.  Furthermore,  because  of  its  recent  advent 
as  a  commercial  lumber  specie,  lodgepole,  intrinsically  a  good  construction 
wood,  is  still  very  much  of  a  stepchild  in  all  of  the  major  domestic  mar¬ 
kets  and  cannot  command  the  same  mill  price  as  other,  more  well  established, 
western  softwoods. 

Because  of  these  factors,  as  an  eastern  Montana  industry,  we  can  no  longer 
finance  the  construction  of  multiple  purpose,  permanent  access  roads  on  national 
forest  lands.  Minimum  prices  for  Forest  Service  stumpage,  while  helpful,  pro¬ 
vide  only  a  partial  solution  to  our  eastern  Montana  problem. 

Without  criticism  of  either  the  Forest  Service  or  Congress,  let’s  examine  the 
record  of  what  region  1  has  allotted  to  eastern  Montana  for  access  road  con¬ 
struction.  For  1960,  the  region  allotted  only  8.7  percent  of  its  total  access  road 
fund  to  the  Deer  Lodge,  Gallatin,  Helena,  and  Lewis  and  Clark  Forests;  in  1961, 
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25.6  percent ;  in  1962,  only  7.9  percent ;  the  average  for  these  years  is  less  than 
13  percent.  The  total  for  1960, 1961,  and  1962  was  only  $91,000  for  the  Lewis  and 
Clark  Forest  which  was  less  than  2.5  percent  of  the  regional  total.  This  $91,000 
had  to  cover  maintenance,  construction  engineering,  bridge  replacement,  and 
so  forth,  leaving  a  mere  pittance  for  actual  road  construction.  Each  year,  for 
these  3  years,  our  company,  alone,  spent  over  10  times  as  much  as  did  the  Forest 
Service  in  actual  road  construction. 

Our  company,  alone,  requires  30  million  feet  of  Forest  Service  lodgepole  each 
year  if  we  are  to  maintain  full  production.  With  three  major  producers  in 
White  Sulphur  Springs,  there  is  ample  installed  capacity  to  harvest  the  full 
allowable  cut,  both  fir  and  lodgepole,  from  the  White  Sulphur  Springs  working 
circle  of  the  Lewis  and  Clark.  To  road,  sell,  and  harvest  the  full  allowable  cut 
of  approximately  40  million  feet  lodgepole  and  60  million  feet  all  species  from  this 
working  circle,  *40  to  60  miles  of  permanent  system  roads  will  have  to  be  con¬ 
structed  each  year.  (It  requires  approximately  1  mile  of  system  roads,  all 
standards,  to  harvest  a  million  feet. ) 

The  forest  5-year  sales  plan,  for  this  working  circle,  as  listed  below,  is  only  a 
good  start  toward  what  will  be  required  for  the  next  5  years : 


Table  II. — Roads  needed  to  sustain  annual  cut 


Project 

No. 

Miles 

Estimated 

cost 

5-year 
sales  plans 

Lewis  and  Clark: 

837.1  and  2 _ 

6.4 

3.0 

12.4 

1.8 

7.6 

6.7 

$106,000 
23,000 
207,000 
30, 600 
108, 000 
115, 000 

}  7, 000, 000 

24,000,000 
7, 000, 000 

}  6,000,000 

825.2..  . . . 

119.3  and  4 _ 

8393 . . 

487.3 . . 

Bluff  Mountain _ 

639.1 _ 

1  As  of  July  1,  1962,  the  necessary  right-of-way  for  the  road  has  not  been  secured. 


At  an  average  cost  of  $10,000  per  mile  (all  classes  of  system  roads),  $400,000 
to  $600,000  will  be  required  annually  for  multiple  purpose,  permanent  access 
roads.  Without  such  access  road  budgets  the  Lewis  and  Clark  most  surely  will 
fail  to  sell  and  harvest  the  full  allowable  cut  so  necessary  to  meet  the  needs  of 
the  White  Sulphur  mills.  This  situation  is  typical  of  the  Deer  Lodge,  Gallatin, 
and  Helena  National  Forests. 

Where,  then,  can  the  money  come  from,  to  federally  finance  this  higher  level 
of  multiple-purpose  road  construction  for  eastern  Montana  forests?  It  is  my 
understanding  that  the  Public  Works  Acceleration  and  Coordination  Act  which 
has  passed  the  Senate,  and  which  will  be  before  the  House  in  the  near  future, 
provides  $750  million  to  $900  million  for  public  works  in  depressed  and  labor 
surplus  areas.  The  following  Idaho  counties:  Benewah,  Bonner,  Boundary, 
Clearwater,  Idaho,  Kootenai,  and  Shoshone  qualify  for  assistance  under  this 
act.  This  could  take  care  of  all  access  road  construction,  on  a  considerably  ex¬ 
panded  basis,  for  all  Idaho  forests  in  region  1.  In  western  Montana,  Silver  Bow, 
Flathead  Lake,  Ravalli,  Sanders,  and  Deer  Lodge  qualify ;  which,  also,  could 
make  possible  an  expanded  access  road  construction  program  for  a  majority  of 
the  western  Montana  forests. 

If  region  1  is  responsive  to  its  obligations  and  alert  to  the  opportunities  created 
by  this  emergency  public  works  program,  then  substantially  larger  allotments 
could  be  budgeted  for  eastern  Montana  forests  out  of  regular  regional  access 
road  appropriations.  The  very  substantial  increases  we  are  hoping  for  in  this 
year’s  access  road  legislation,  would  accrue  almost  entirely  to  actual  road  con¬ 
struction,  as  overhead  items  such  as  maintenance,  construction  engineering, 
bridge  replacement,  etc.,  should  not  appreciably  exceed  present  levels. 

I  cannot  stress  too  strongly,  Senator,  the  importance  of  Senate  approval  of 
the  Federal  Highway  Act  recently  passed  by  the  House  and  approval  of  the 
additional  $10  million  recently  requested  by  President  Kennedy. 
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As  individual  operators,  and  as  an  industry,  we  of  eastern  Montana  are  at  the 
end  of  the  rope.  The  low  sale  returns  from  lodgepole  simply  will  not  cover 
stumpage,  our  higher  logging  and  manufacturing  costs,  and  the  added  burden 
of  access  road  construction.  Our  survival  is  dependent  on  an  adequate  program 
of  federally  financed  multiple-purpose  access  roads. 

If  region  1  takes  full  advantage  of  all  present  and  probable  Federal  aid  pro¬ 
grams,  sufficient  access  road  funds  can,  and  should,  be  allocated  to  eastern 
Montana  for  continued  growth  of  this  important  segment  of  Montana’s  forest 
industry. 

Very  sincerely  yours, 


John  F.  Buchanan,  Manager. 
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TUESDAY,  APRIL  17,  1962 

House  of  Representatives, 

Subcommittee  on  Roads  of  the 

Committee  on  Public  Works, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  committee  met,  pursuant  to  call,  at  10:10  a.m.,  in  room  1302, 
New  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  George  H.  Fallon,  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee,  presiding. 

|  Mr.  Fallon.  Ladies  and  gentlemen,  the  Subcommittee  on  Roads 
of  the  Public  Works  Committee  is  meeting  this  morning  for  hearings 
on  three  bills  that  have  been  introduced,  H.R.  9725,  PI. R.  11199  and 
H.R.  9848.  These  bills  are  to  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal 
years  1964  and  1965  for  the  construction  of  certain  highways  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code,  and  for  other  purposes. 

(The  bills  referred  to  are  as  follows:) 

(H.R.  9725,  87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  for  the  construction  of  certain 

highways  in  accordance  with  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code,  and  for  other  purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled, 

SHORT  TITLE 

Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal  Highway  Act  of  1962”. 

AUTHORIZATIONS 

Sec.  2.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  title  23  of  the  United 
States  Code  the  following  sums  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated: 

(1)  For  the  Federal-aid  primary  system  and  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system 
and  for  their  extension  within  urban  areas,  $950,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 

|  June  30,  1964,  and  $975,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965.  The 
sums  authorized  in  this  paragraph  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  available  for 
expenditure  as  follows: 

(A)  45  per  centum  for  projects  under  the  Federal-aid  primary  system; 

(B)  30  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system; 

(C)  25  per  centum  for  projects  on  extensions  of  Federal-aid  primary  and 
Federal-aid  secondary  systems  within  urban  areas. 

(2)  For  forest  highways,  $33,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964, 
and  $33,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(3)  For  forest  development  roads  and  trails,  $40,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $40,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(4)  For  park  roads  and  trails,  $18,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1964,  and  $18,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(5)  For  parkways,  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and 
$16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(6)  For  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges,  $12,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $12,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(7)  For  public  lands  highways,  $3,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1964,  and  $3,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 
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DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  For  the  purposes  of  section  2  of  this  Act  each  of  the  following  terms  shall 
have  the  same  meaning  as  is  given  it  in  section  101  of  title  23  of  the  United 
States  Code: 

(1)  Forest  development  roads  and  trails; 

(2)  Forest  highway; 

(3)  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges; 

(4)  Park  roads  and  trails; 

(5)  Parkway; 

(6)  Public  lands  highways; 

(7)  Federal-aid  primary  system; 

(8)  Federal-aid  secondary  system; 

(9)  Urban  area. 


[H.R.  9848,  87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  for  the  construction  of  certain 
highways  in  accordance  with  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code,  and  for  other  purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  this  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal 
Highway  Act  of  1962”. 

AUTHORIZATIONS 

Sec.  2.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  title  23  of  the  United 
States  Code  the  following  sums  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated: 

(1)  For  the  Federal-aid  primary  system  and  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system 
and  for  their  extension  within  urban  areas,  8950,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1964,  and  $950,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965.  The 
sums  authorized  in  this  paragraph  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  available  for 
expenditure  as  follows: 

(A)  45  per  centum  for  projects  under  the  Federal-aid  primary  system; 

(B)  30  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system; 

(C)  25  per  centum  for  projects  on  extensions  of  Federal-aid  primary  and 
Federal-aid  secondary  systems  within  urban  areas. 

(2)  For  forest  highways,  $33,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964, 
and  $33,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(3)  For  forest  development  roads  and  trails,  $40,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $40,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(4)  For  park  roads  and  trails,  $18,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1964,  and  $18,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(5)  For  parkways,  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and 
$16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(6)  For  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges,  $12,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $12,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(7)  For  public  lands  highways,  $3,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1964,  and  $3,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  3.  For  the  purposes  of  section  2  of  this  Act  each  of  the  following  terms 
shall  have  the  same  meaning  as  is  given  it  in  section  101  of  title  23  of  the  United 
States  Code: 

(1)  Forest  development  roads  and  trails; 

(2)  Forest  highway; 

(3)  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges; 

(4)  Park  roads  and  trails; 

(5)  Parkway; 

(6)  Public  lands  highways; 

(7)  Federal-aid  primary  system; 

(8)  Federal-aid  secondary  system; 

(9)  Urban  area. 
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[II. R.  11199,  87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.] 

A  BILL  To  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  for  the  construction  of  certain  high¬ 
ways  in  accordance  with  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code,  and  for  other  purposes 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled, 

SHORT  TITLE 

Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962”. 

AUTHORIZATIONS 

Sec.  2.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  title  23  of  the  United 
States  Code  the  following  sums  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated: 

(1)  For  the  Federal-aid  primary  system  and  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system 
and  for  their  extension  within  urban  areas,  out  of  the  Highway  Trust  Fund,  $950,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $950,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1965.  The  sums  authorized  in  this  paragraph  for  each 
fiscal  year  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  as  follows: 

(A)  45  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  highway 
system; 

(B)  30  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway 
system;  and 

(C)  25  per  centum  for  projects  on  extensions  of  the  Federal-aid  primary 
and  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  systems  in  urban  areas. 

(2)  For  forest  highways,  $33,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964, 
and  $33,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(3)  For  forest  development  roads  and  trails,  an  additional  $10,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  $70,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1964,  and  $85,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(4)  For  public  land  development  roads  and  trails,  $2,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $4,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(5)  For  park  roads  and  trails,  $22,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1964,  and  $25,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(6)  For  parkways,  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and 
$16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(7)  For  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges,  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $18,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(8)  For  public  lands  highways,  $3,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1964,  and  $3,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

ASSISTANCE  FOR  DISPLACED  FAMILIES  AND  BUSINESSES 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  revising 
the  definition  of  the  term  “construction”  in  section  101  to  read  as  follows: 

“The  term  ‘construction’  means  the  supervising,  inspecting,  actual  building, 
and  all  expenses  incidental  to  the  construction  or  reconstruction  of  a  highway, 
ncluding  locating,  surveying,  and  mapping  (including  the  establishment  of 
temporary  and  permanent  geodetic  markers  in  accordance  with  specifications  of 
the  Coast  and  Geodetic  Survey  in  the  Department  of  Commerce),  costs  of  rights-of- 
way  (including  the  administrative  expenses  of  providing  arrangements  for  the 
relocation  of  families  and  relocation  payments  to  families  and  businesses  under 
section  133),  and  elimination  of  hazards  of  railway  grade  crossings.” 

(b)  Chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  a  new 
section  at  the  end  thereof  as  follows: 

“§  133.  Assistance  for  displaced  families  and  businesses 

“(a)  The  Secretary,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  his  approval  under  section  106 
of  this  title,  shall  |  require  the  State  highway  department,  through  an  agency  or 
agencies  acceptable  to  the  Secretary,  to  assure  that  there  is  a  feasible  method  for 
the  temporary  relocation  of  families  displaced  by  acquisition  or  clearance  of 
rights-of-way  for  any  Federal-aid  highways,  and  that  there  are  or  will  be  provided 
in  areas  not  generally  less  desirable  in  regard  to  the  availability  of  public  utilities 
and  public  and  commercial  facilities  at  rents  or  prices  within  the  financial  means  of 
the  families  displaced  by  the  acquisition  or  clearance  of  such  rights-of-way,  decent, 
safe,  and  sanitary  dwellings  adequate  in  number  to  accommodate  such  displaced 
families  and  reasonably  accessible  to  their  places  of  employment. 
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“(b)  The  Secretary  may  approve,  as  a  part  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  a 
project  on  any  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  systems,  relocation  payments  by  a 
State  highway  department,  or  a  local  public  agency  acting  as  an  agent  for  the 
State  highway  department  for  this  purpose,  to  individuals,  families,  business  con¬ 
cerns,  and  nonprofit  organizations  for  their  reasonable  and  necessary  moving 
expenses  and  any  actual  direct  losses  of  property,  except  goodwill  or  profit,  caused 
by  their  displacement  from  real  property  acquired  for  such  project  and  for  which 
reimbursement  or  compensation  is  not  otherwise  made. 

“(c)  Payments  under  this  section  shall  be  subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations 
as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  and  shall  not  exceed  $200  in  the  case  of  an 
individual  or  family,  or  $3,000  (or  if  greater,  the  total  certified  actual  moving  ex¬ 
penses)  in  the  case  of  a  business  concern  or  nonprofit  organization.  Such  rules 
and  regulations  may  include  provisions  authorizing  payments  to  individuals  and 
families  of  fixed  amounts  (not  to  exceed  $200  in  any  case)  in  lieu  of  their  respective 
reasonable  and  necessary  moving  expenses  and  actual  direct  losses  of  property.” 

(c)  The  analysis  of  chapter  1  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  is  amended 
by  inserting  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

“133.  Assistance  for  displaced  families  and  businesses.” 

(d)  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  applicable  only  to  displacements 
occurring  subsequent  to  the  enactment  of  this  Act. 

PUBLIC  LAND  DEVELOPMENT  HOADS  AND  TRAILS 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Section  101  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
immediately  after  the  paragraph  which  begins  “The  term  ‘project  agreement’ 
means”,  the  following: 

“The  term  ‘public  land  development  roads  and  trails’  means  those  roads  or 
trails  that  are  of  primary  importance  for  the  development,  protection,  adminis¬ 
tration,  and  utilization  of  lands  and  resources  administered  by  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management,  or  when  necessary,  for  the  use  and  development  of  the  re¬ 
sources  upon  which  communities  within  or  adjacent  to  lands  administered  by 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  are  dependent.” 

(b)  Chapter  2  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  the 
following  new  section  in  its  numerical  sequence: 

“§  205A.  Public  land  development  roads  and  trails 

“(a)  Funds  available  for  public  land  development  roads  and  trails  shall  be 
used  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  construction  and  improvement  thereof. 

“(b)  Funds  available  for  public  land  development  roads  and  trails  shall  be 
available  for  adjacent  vehicular  parking  areas  and  for  sanitary,  water,  and  fire 
control  facilities.” 

(c)  The  analysis  of  chapter  2  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
inserting  the  following  in  its  numerical  sequence: 

“205A.  Public  land  development  roads  and  trails.” 

AVAILABILITY  OF  FUNDS - OTHER  HIGHWAYS 

Sec.  5.  Section  203  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting 
immediately  before  the  phrase  “park  roads  and  trails”,  wherever  it  appears  in 
said  section,  the  phrase  “public  land  development  roads  and  trails,”. 

FEDERAL-AID  SECONDARY  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM - URBAN  AREAS 

Sec.  6.  (a)  The  last  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  of  section  103  of  title  23,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows:  “This  system  may  be  located  both  in 
rural  and  urban  areas,  but  any  extension  of  the  system  into  urban  areas  shall  be 
subject  to  the  condition  that  such  extension  pass  through  the  urban  area  or  con¬ 
nect  with  another  Federal-aid  system  within  the  urban  area.” 

(b)  To  the  extent  that  this  section  provides  additional  authority  for  the  use  of 
Federal-aid  apportionments  for  extensions  of  the  secondary  system  in  urban  areas, 
such  additional  authority  shall  apply  with  respect  to  apportionments  made  prior 
to  as  well  as  after  the  date  of  approval  of  this  Act. 
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transportation  planning  in  metropolitan  areas 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
thereto  a  new  section  as  follows: 

“§  134.  Transportation  planning  in  metropolitan  areas 

“It  is  declared  to  be  in  the  national  interest  to  encourage  and  promote  the 
development  of  balanced  transportation  systems,  embracing  all  appropriate  modes 
of  transport  in  a  manner  that  will  serve  the  States  and  local  communities  effi¬ 
ciently  and  effectively.  To  accomplish  this  objective  the  Secretary  shall  cooperate 
with  the  States,  as  authorized  under  this  title,  in  the  development  of  long-range 
highway  plans  and  programs,  properly  coordinated  with  plans  for  improvements 
in  other  forms  of  transportation  and  formulated  with  due  consideration  to  their 
probable  effect  on  the  future  development  of  metropolitan  areas.  The  Secretary 
shall,  beginning  no  later  than  July  1,  1965,  before  approving  programs  for  projects 
in  any  metropolitan  area,  as  required  by  section  105  hereof,  make  a  finding  that 
such  projects  are  consistent  with  adequate  comprehensive  development  plans  for 
the  metropolitan  areas,  or  are  based  on  the  results  of  a  continuing  comprehensive 
transportation  planning  process  carried  on  cooperatively  by  the  States  and  local 
communities  and  that  the  Federal-aid  system  so  developed  will  be  an  integral 
part  of  a  soundly  based,  balanced  transportation  system  for  the  area  involved.” 

(b)  The  analysis  of  chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

"134.  Transportation  planning  in  metropolitan  areas." 

HIGHWAY  PLANNING  AND  RESEARCH  FUNDS 

Sec.  8.  Subsection  (c)  of  section  307  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended 
to  read  as  follows: 

“(c)  Of  the  sum  apportioned  for  any  year,  commencing  with  those  for  the  fiscal 
year  1964,  to  any  State  under  section  104  of  this  title,  1)4  per  centum  shall  be 
available,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  for  expenditure  upon  request  of  the 
State  highway  department  for  engineering  and  economic  surveys  and  investiga¬ 
tions,  for  the  planning  of  future  highway  programs  and  the  financing  thereof,  for 
studies  of  the  economy,  safety,  and  convenience  of  highway  usage  and  the  de¬ 
sirable  regulation  and  equitable  taxation  thereof,  and  for  research  necessary  in 
connection  with  the  planning,  design,  construction,  and  maintenance  of  highways 
and  highway  systems,  and  the  regulation  and  taxation  of  their  use.  An  additional 
one-half  of  1  per  centum  of  sums  apportioned  for  any  year  to  any  State  under 
paragraphs  (1),  (2),  and  (3)  of  section  104(b)  of  this  title  shall  be  available,  with 
the  approval  of  the  Secretary  upon  the  request  of  the  State  highway  department,  for 
highway  research  purposes  as  set  forth  in  this  subsection.  Sums  available  in  any 
State  under  this  subsection  shall  be  matched  by  the  State  in  accordance  with  the 
matching  requirements  of  section  120  of  this  title,  except  as  the  Secretary  may 
determine  that  the  interests  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  program  would  be  at  best 
served  without  such  matching.  Such  sums  shall  be  administered  as  a  single  fund 
but  their  identity  as  interstate,  primary,  secondary,  or  urban  funds  shall  be 
preserved,  and  shall  continue  to  be  available  in  that  State  for  the  purposes  hereof 
in  the  same  manner  as  provided  for  under  section  118  of  this  title.  Any  research 
and  planning  moneys  derived  from  interstate  funds  which  are  required  to  be 
reapportioned  in  the  manner  provided  by  subsection  (b)  of  said  section  118  shall 
be  available  upon  such  reapportionment  only  for  the  purposes  for  which  such 
moneys  were  originally  available  under  this  subsection.” 

Mr.  Fallon.  In  the  hearings  this  morning  I  wish  the  witnesses  in 
their  testimony  would  feel  that  they  can  refer  to  any  one  of  the  three 
bills. 

Two  of  the  bills,  H.R.  9725  and  H.R.  9848,  are  almost  similar,  with 
the  exception  that  H.R.  9725  accelerates  the  amount  of  money  for 
the  A-B-C  system,  $75  million  over  the  2  years,  whereas  H.R.  9848 
accelerates  it  $50  million  for  the  2  years;  and  the  first  section  of 
H.R.  11199  accelerates  it  $50  million  for  the  2  years. 

The  two  hills,  H.R.  9725  and  H.R.  9848,  are  identical  in  amounts 
with  the  amounts  in  the  last  2  previous  years.  The  bill  H.R.  11199 
accelerates  some  of  the  forest  development  roads  and  trails,  Indian 
reservation  roads,  and  bridges,  and  park  roads  and  trails. 
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In  addition  to  that,  H.R.  11199  has  several  other  changes  in  it, 
adding  a  new  category  in  public  land  development  roads  and  trails. 

It  also  adds  a  section  for  assistance  for  displaced  persons,  families 
and  businesses;  and  another  new  sec  tion  called  transportation  planning 
in  metropolitan  areas. 

That  about  sums  up  what  these  bills  contain. 

Our  first  witness  this  morning  will  be  Mr.  Rex  Whitton,  the  Federal 
Highway  Administrator. 

Mr.  Whitton,  I  see  you  have  Mr.  Turner  with  you. 

STATEMENT  OF  REX  M.  WHITTON,  FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ADMINIS¬ 
TRATOR;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  FRANCIS  C.  TURNER,  DEPUTY 

COMMISSIONER  AND  CHIEF  ENGINEER,  BUREAU  OF  PUBLIC 

ROADS 

Mr.  Whitton.  With  your  permission  I  would  like  for  Mr.  Turner 
to  sit  at  the  table  with  me,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Fallon.  You  go  right  ahead,  Mr.  Whitton. 

Mr.  Whitton,  may  I  on  behalf  of  the  committee  this  morning 
welcome  you  and  thank  you  for  coming  up. 

Mr.  Davis.  Off  the  record. 

(Discussion  off  the  record.) 

Mr.  Fallon.  We  will  be  glad  to  hear  from  you  now,  Mr.  Whitton. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  again  a  pleasure  for  Mr.  Turner 
and  me  to  have  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  this  committee, 
where  we  feel  quite  at  home,  because  you  have  made  us  feel  that  way. 

We  would  like  your  permission  to  read  the  first  12  pages  and  then 
of  the  remaining  pages  we  would  like  to  skip  through  and  read  some 
of  the  remaining  portions  and  have  your  permission  to  put  the  entire 
statement  into  the  record. 

Mr.  Fallon.  If  there  is  no  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  entire  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Whitton  is  as  follows:) 

Statement  of  Rex  M.  Whitton,  Federal  Highway  Administrator,  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads,  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  it  is  again  a  pleasure  to  appear 
before  you,  to  present  the  views  of  the  Department  of  Commerce  on  H.R.  9725, 
introduced  by  Congressman  Fallon  and  on  H.R.  11199,  introduced  by  Congress¬ 
man  Buckley.  The  latter  bill  was  based  on  draft  legislation  submitted  to  the 
Congress  by  the  Department  of  Commerce  on  April  6,  1962,  to  implement  certain 
of  the  recommendations  contained  in  the  President’s  recent  message  on  transporta¬ 
tion,  and  to  provide  authorizations  for  the  Federal-aid  A-B-C  highway  program 
and  for  other  Federal  road  construction  programs  at  levels  recommended  by  the 
administration. 

Also,  I  am  furnishing  the  committee  certain  up-to-date  and  pertinent  information 
on  the  present  status  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  program,  as  well  as  other  current 
matters  of  importance  in  the  highway  field.  We  feel  that  it  is  our  responsibility 
to  keep  the  Congress  fully  informed  of  developments  in  this  vital  program. 

The  President’s  message  on  transportation  was  submitted  to  the  Congress  on 
April  5,  1962  (H.  Doc.  384,  87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.).  On  April  6  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  sent  to  the  Congress  a  proposed  draft  of  bill  to  be  cited  as  the  Fed¬ 
eral-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962.  The  purpose  of  H.R.  11199,  identical  to  the 
administration’s  draft  proposal,  is  to  provide  authorizations  for  the  Federal-aid 
A-B-C  highway  program,  as  well  as  for  other  direct  Federal  highway  programs, 
and  to  carry  out  specific  recommendations  of  the  President  made  in  his  transpor¬ 
tation  message. 

The  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1960  (74  Stat.  522)  authorized  the  appropriation 
of  funds  for  the  Federal- aid  primary  and  secondary  highway  systems  and  exten- 
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sions  thereof  within  urban  areas,  the  A-B-C  program  to  which  I  have  referred, 
for  the  fiscal  years  1962  and  1963  in  the  amount  of  $925  million  for  each  year. 
Funds  authorized  for  the  fiscal  year  1962  were  apportioned  to  the  States  in  i960, 
and  the  final  apportionment  of  funds  authorized  for  the  fiscal  year  1963  was  made 
by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  effective  October  10,  1961. 

Since  all  authorized  funds  for  the  A-B-C  highway  program  have  been  appor¬ 
tioned,  it  is  necessary  that  the  Congress  give  consideration  during  this  session  to 
the  enactment  of  legislation  making  annual  authorizations  for  the  fiscal  years 
1964  and  1965  for  continuation  of  the  construction  of  these  highways. 

The  pending  legislation,  H.R.  9725,  would  provide  authorizations  for  the 
fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  for  the  Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary  highway 
systems  and  their  extensions  within  urban  areas.  Authorizations  proposed  by 
H.R.  9725  for  the  fiscal  year  1964  would  amount  to  $950  million  for  the  A-B-C 
program,  an  increase  of  $25  million  over  the  amount  of  $925  million  authorized 
by  the  Congress  for  this  program  for  fiscal  year  1963.  For  the  fiscal  year  1965 
there  would  be  an  increase  to  $975  million,  or  $50  million  over  the  fiscal  1963  level. 

The  net  effect  of  annual  increases  of  $25  million  in  the  A-B-C  authorizations, 
beginning  with  fiscal  1964  and  continuing  until  a  $1  billion  annual  level  is  reached 
for  fiscal  1966,  would  be  to  increase  the  total  authorizations  of  A-B-C  funds  by 
$75  million  during  the  trust  fund  period,  of  which  $25  million  would  be  authorized 
by  H.R.  9725  and  $50  million  would  result  from  continuing  the  annual  increases 
for  fiscal  1966  and  1967.  Such  additional  authorizations  would  increase  expendi¬ 
tures  from  the  trust  fund  by  a  like  amount. 

In  his  special  message  to  the  Congress  of  February  28,  1961  (H.  Doc.  96,  87th 
Cong.,  1st  sess.),  the  President  recommended  that  the  authorizations  for  the 
regular  A-B-C  programs  be  increased  by  $25  million  every  2  years  beginning  in 
1964  until  a  $1  billion  level  is  reached  and  maintained.  The  authorization 
proposed  in  H.R.  9725  for  the  A-B-C  program  for  the  fiscal  year  1965  is  not, 
therefore,  in  line  with  the  President’s  recommendations. 

The  Department  of  Commerce  favors  instead  enactment  of  the  authorization 
levels  proposed  in  H.R.  11199.  Section  2  of  that  bill  would  authorize  funds  for 
the  Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary  systems  and  extensions  thereof  within 
urban  areas  in  the  amount  of  $950  million  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1964  and 
1965.  This  represents  an  increase  of  $25  million  over  the  authorization  level 
for  the  2  previous  fiscal  years  and  is  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  President. 

This  increase  in  the  authorization  for  the  A-B-C  program  is  considered  necessary 
for  its  orderly  continuation  consistent  with  the  national  interest  expressed  in 
section  101(b)  of  title  23,  United  States  Code.  It  is  also  in  line  with  the  increased 
authorizations  provided  for  the  Interstate  System  under  section  103  of  the 
Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1961  (75  Stat.  122). 

Under  the  provisions  of  both  H.R.  9725  and  H.R.  11199,  authorizations  for 
the  forest  highway  program  would  be  made  for  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  in  the 
same  amount,  $33  million,  authorized  for  these  highways  by  the  1960  act  for 
fiscal  years  1962  and  1963. 

With  respect  to  public  lands  highways,  the  bills  would  continue  for  fiscal  years 
1964  and  1965  authorizations  at  the  $3  million  level  previously  authorized  for 
fiscal  year  1963. 

We  consider  that  the  sums  proposed  by  this  legislation  are  essential  to  maintain 
these  programs  at  an  appropriate  level. 

Other  highways  provided  for— forest  development  roads  and  trails,  national 
park  roads  and  trails,  national  parkways  and  Indian  Reservation  roads,  as  well  as 
a  proposed  new  category  in  H.R.  11199  to  be  known  as  public  land  development 
roads  and  trails — are  under  the  primary  jurisdiction  of  other  departments  of  the 
Federal  Government.  Justification  for  these  programs  will  be  furnished  by  these 
departments. 

I  will  turn  now  to  the  specific  recommendations  of  the  President  for  amendments 
to  the  Federal-aid  highway  legislation  made  in  his  recent  and  timely  message  on 
transportation,  a  subject  vital  to  the  interests  of  the  entire  country. 

One  of  these  recommendations,  concerning  relocation  assistance  for  those 
displaced  as  a  result  of  Federal-aid  highway  construction,  is  not  entirely  new  as 
the  President  had  referred  to  this  problem  in  his  special  message  on  highways  of 
more  than  a  year  ago. 

On  the  matter  of  displacement  of  families,  the  President  mentioned  his  previous 
message  and  stated  that:  “To  move  toward  equity  among  the  various  federally 
assisted  programs  causing  displacement,  I  recommend  that  assistance  and  require¬ 
ments  similar  to  those  now  applicable  to  the  urban  renewal  program  be  authorized 
for  the  Federal-aid  highway  program  *  * 
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Section  3  of  the  bill,  H.R.  11199,  now  under  consideration  by  this  committee 
would  implement  this  recommendation.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  would  be 
authorized  to  require  assurances  by  the  State  highway  departments  of  feasible 
temporary  relocation  methods  and  availability  of  suitable  dwellings  for  families 
displaced  by  Federal-aid  highway  projects,  and  to  approve  Federal-aid  participa¬ 
tion  in  State  relocation  payments,  with  specified  limitations,  for  reasonable  and 
necessary  moving  expenses  and  actual  property  losses  not  otherwise  compensated. 

The  limitations  on  relocation  payments  would  be: 

(1)  $200  in  the  case  of  an  individual  or  family;  and 

(2)  $3,000  in  the  case  of  a  business  concern  or  nonprofit  organization  (or 
if  greater,  the  total  certified  actual  moving  expenses). 

The  proposed  provision  is  designed  to  alleviate  certain  hardships  to  families 
and  businesses  displaced  as  a  result  of  Federal-aid  highway  construction. 

We  estimate  that  the  interstate  program  alone  will  annually  displace  about 
15,000  families  and  1,500  businesses  in  the  next  6  to  8  years.  Under  existing 
Federal-aid  highway  legislation,  no  provision  is  made  for  those  displaced.  The 
circumstances  of  these  displacements,  therefore,  are  generally  less  favorable  than 
those  occurring  under  the  federally  assisted  urban  renewal  program,  which  dis¬ 
places  around  30,000  families  and  4,000  businesses  annually.  When  families  are 
required  to  move,  it  is  only  fair  and  proper  that  they  should  have  the  opportunity 
of  occupying  housing  that  is  decent,  safe,  sanitary,  that  is  within  their  financial 
means,  and  that  is  in  reasonably  convenient  locations.  Moreover,  they  should 
be  afforded  assistance  where  necessary  in  order  to  minimize  the  hardships  involved 
in  finding  a  suitable  dwelling  in  which  to  live. 

We  have  made  no  detailed  estimate  on  the  cost  of  this  proposed  new  relocation 
assistance  program.  Based  on  the  limits  of  payment  set  by  the  bill,  however, 
we  estimate  its  cost  would  approximate  $50  million.  We  understand  that  the 
experience  of  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency  under  the  urban  renewal 
program  has  resulted  in  an  average  relocation  payment  of  about  $65  to  families 
and  about  $1,150  to  businesses. 

In  his  message  on  transportation,  the  President  also  recommended  “that  the 
Federal-aid  highway  law  be  amended  to  permit  more  extensive  use  of  Federal-aid 
secondary  funds  for  extensions  of  the  secondary  system  in  urban  areas.” 

Certain  States  are  finding  it  increasingly  difficult  to  improve  the  extensions  of 
the  Federal-aid  secondary  system  into  urban  areas  because  of  the  higher  priority 
for  the  use  of  available  urban  funds  for  the  improvement  of  primary  system  exten¬ 
sions  in  these  urban  areas.  This  causes  a  particular  hardship  in  the  outlying 
sections  of  the  larger  urban  areas  where  there  is  rapid  suburban  expansion  and  in 
smaller  cities  where  the  urban  extensions  of  secondary  routes  do  not  carry  a 
sufficiently  large  volume  of  traffic  to  merit  high  priority  on  available  urban  funds. 

As  a  result,  in  many  cases  secondary  routes  are  improved  up  to  the  urban  limits, 
and  urban  funds  are  not  available  for  their  improvement  within  these  urban  limits 
to  provide  an  integrated  system  of  improved  highways. 

Section  6  of  H.R.  11199  relating  to  extensions  of  the  Federal-aid  secondary 
system  into  urban  areas,  is  designed  to  implement  the  foregoing  recommendation. 
It  would  remove  the  present  limitation  on  Federal-aid  financing  of  such  extensions, 
now  under  certain  conditions  restricted  to  urban  funds. 

This  provision  would  permit  increased  flexibility  in  financing  improvements  on 
Federal-aid  secondary  routes  within  urban  areas  and,  if  enacted,  would  promote 
an  integrated  system  of  improvements  in  such  areas.  We  believe  that  it  would 
be  particularly  helpful  in  certain  States  that  contain  many  individual  and  grouped 
urban  areas,  and  where,  in  practice,  the  transfer  of  funds  from  primary  or  sec¬ 
ondary  apportionments  to  the  class  of  urban  funds  for  the  purpose  of  improving 
extensions  of  secondary  routes  within  urban  areas  has  not  been  adequate  under 
the  provisions  of  section  104(c)  of  title  23,  United  States  Code. 

Another  of  the  President’s  recommendations  relates  directly  to  highway  proj¬ 
ects  in  metropolitan  areas. 

A  major  objective  of  national  transportation  policy  in  the  use  of  Federal  assist¬ 
ance  programs  is  to  encourage  and  facilitate  the  development  by  States  and  local 
communities  of  balanced  transportation  systems  consistent  with  long-range  com¬ 
prehensive  development  plans. 

In  order  that  this  objective  may  be  expeditiously  carried  out,  we  believe  that 
the  recommended  modification  of  the  basic  Federal-aid  highway  legislation,  as 
contained  in  section  7  of  H.R.  11199,  is  highly  desirable.  The  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  would  be  granted  authority  to  cooperate  with  the  States  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  long-range  highway  plans  and  programs  for  metropolitan  areas  which 
would  form  integral  parts  of  a  total  transportation  system  for  those  areas. 
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Section  7  would  require,  as  a  condition  to  the  approval  of  a  highway  program 
involving  a  metropolitan  area,  that  State  and  local  agencies  undertake  transpor¬ 
tation  planning  on  a  continuing  basis  consistent  with  programs  of  comprehensive 
planning  that  are  developed  for  the  metropolitan  area.  By  encouraging  balanced 
transportation  planning,  we  believe  that  the  quality  of  general  metropolitan 
planning  would  be  improved. 

Enactment  of  this  provision  is  believed  timely  in  view  of  the  increased  emphasis 
being  given  to  long-range  planning  and  programing  by  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  and  the  State  highway  departments  in  connection  with  expenditures  of 
Federal-aid  highway  funds.  It  would  require  the  States  and  their  metropolitan 
areas  to  adopt  a  process  of  planning  already  demonstrated  by  trial  to  be  feasible 
and  effective.  The  experience  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  in  the  highway 
transportation  field  could  be  utilized  to  the  advantage  of  all  levels  of  government 
concerned. 

Moreover,  the  proposed  requirement  would  place  the  Federal-aid  highway  pro¬ 
gram  in  a  position  with  respect  to  planning  comparable  to  the  urban  transporta¬ 
tion  program  of  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency,  and  thus  strengthen  the 
coordinated  approach  to  urban  transportation  development  already  informally 
established  by  the  two  agencies. 

Its  enactment  would  in  no  way  delay  the  current  Federal-aid  highway  program. 
Reasonable  time  would  be  allowed  for  the  States  and  local  communities  to  estab¬ 
lish  the  continuing  planning  process  that  would  be  required  and  to  produce  the 
plans  to  which  their  highway  systems  would  conform.  The  cooperative  working 
arrangements  undertaken  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  with  States  and  localities 
in  the  area  of  transportation  planning  will  permit  the  Federal  guidance  and 
leadership  necessary  to  achieve  the  objective  of  sound  and  uniform  transportation 
planning  in  metropolitan  areas. 

The  President  has  referred  in  his  transportation  message  to  another  important 
phase  of  coordinated  transportation  planning  for  metropolitan  areas  through  the 
use  of  funds  made  available  under  both  Federal  highway  and  housing  legislation. 
He  has  recommended  “that  the  Federal-aid  highway  law  be  amended  to  increase 
the  percentage  of  Federal  funds  available  to  the  States  for  research  and  planning.” 

Provisions  of  existing  law  regarding  the  use  of  Federal-aid  highway  funds 
apportioned  to  the  States  for  planning  and  research  purposes  would  be  revised 
significantly  under  section  8  of  H.R.  11199.  Generally,  the  amount  of  such  funds 
for  highway  research  would  be  increased,  all  highway  planning  and  research  funds 
would  be  matched  by  the  States  and,  if  not  so  used,  would  lapse. 

At  present,  under  section  307(c)  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  not  to  exceed 
V/i  percent  of  all  Federal-aid  funds  apportioned  to  the  States  for  any  fiscal  year 
may  be  used  upon  the  request  of  the  State  highway  department,  with  the  approval 
of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  for  certain  highway  planning  and  research  projects. 
Although  it  has  been  the  policy  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  to  encourage  the 
States  to  match  such  funds,  the  law  now  provides  that  such  funds  are  available 
with  or  without  State  matching  funds. 

We  believe  that  the  language  defining  the  scope  of  highway  research  and  plan¬ 
ning  projects  which  may  be  undertaken  pursuant  to  section  307(c)  is  sufficiently 
flexible  to  cover  any  reasonably  foreseeable  highway  planning  or  research  project 
needed  in  connection  with  the  Federal-aid  highway  program.  However,  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  the  Department  of  Commerce  have  had  under  con¬ 
sideration  for  some  time  the  need  for  expanding  the  dollar  volume  of  highway 
research  activities  undertaken  by  or  through  the  State  highway  departments 
with  the  aid  of  Federal  funds.  We  have  recognized  the  importance  of  highway 
planning  and  research  in  our  recent  reorganization  by  creating  an  Office  of  Plan¬ 
ning  as  well  as  an  Office  of  Research  within  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads. 

In  order  to  stimulate  additional  highway  research  activities  in  the  Federal- 
State  cooperative  area,  an  additional  one-half  of  1  percent  would  be  made  available 
for  highway  research  purposes  from  funds  apportioned  to  the  States  for  the 
A-B-C  program.  Interstate  funds  would  be  involved  only  with  respect  to  the 
1  y2  percent  allocation  but  not  the  additional  one- half  of  1  percent.  This  addi¬ 
tional  one-half  of  1  percent,  together  with  State  matching  funds,  would  amount 
to  almost  $10  million  annually.  This  sum  would  be  in  addition  to  the  present 
1  Yi  percent  which  is  currently  being  used  for  both  highway  planning  and  highway 
research. 

It  is  also  recommended  that  the  present  law  be  amended  to  require  that  these 
funds,  both  the  lj4  percent  now  permitted  under  existing  law  and  the  proposed 
additional  one-half  of  1  percent,  be  matched  by  the  States  in  accordance  with 
the  applicable  State  matching  requirements  of  section  120  of  title  23,  United 
States  Code;  that  is,  funds  deducted  from  Interstate  System  apportionments 
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would  be  matched  generally  on  a  90-10  basis  and  A-B-C  funds  on  a  50-50  basis. 
An  exception  to  this  matching  requirement  may  be  made  where  the  Secretary 
determines  that  the  interests  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  program  would  be  best 
served  without  such  matching. 

As  an  additional  incentive  toward  use  of  these  funds  for  planning  and  research 
purposes,  the  proposed  legislation  provides  that  planning  and  research  funds 
derived  from  funds  apportioned  for  the  A-B-C  program  shall  lapse  in  the  same 
manner  as  construction  funds  if  not  obligated  for  the  purposes  of  section  307(c). 
Any  moneys  derived  from  Interstate  funds,  however,  would  be  reapportioned  for 
planning  and  research  purposes  as  provided  under  23  U.S.C.  118(b)  for  construc¬ 
tion  funds. 

The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  the  Department  of  Commerce  urge  that  the 
Congress  favorably  consider  the  enactment  of  H.R.  11199.  Its  enactment  would 
be  in  accord  with  the  program  of  the  President,  and  it  would  further  the  objectives 
of  the  administration  in  the  field  of  highway  transportation  particularly  those 
phases  bearing  on  urban  highway  transportation  problems. 

With  the  permission  of  the  committee,  I  should  like  to  cover  some  matters  of 
broad  significance  to  our  program  that  I  have  referred  to  only  briefly  at  the 
outset  of  this  statement. 

STATUS  AND  PROGRESS  OF  THE  FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  PROGRAM 

We  are  pleased  to  advise  you  again  that  the  highway  program  is  on  schedule 
in  relation  to  the  revenues  available  in  the  highway  trust  fund.  Revenues 
accruing  to  the  fund  since  July  1,  1956,  have  totaled  $12,484  billion,  and  expendi¬ 
tures  have  totaled  $12,283  billion.  On  January  1,  1962,  the  balance  in  the  high¬ 
way  trust  fund  was  $201  million. 

The  status  of  improvement  of  the  Interstate  System  as  of  December  31,  1961, 
is  shown  on  the  attached  map  and  summarized  by  States  in  the  attached  table  1. 

A  total  of  12,296  miles  of  the  Interstate  System  has  now  been  improved  and 
open  to  traffic,  as  shown  in  figure  1,  representing  an  increase  of  1,856  miles  during 
the  past  year.  This  total  mileage  improved  and  open  to  traffic  includes  7,722 
miles  improved  with  Interstate  funds,  2,271  miles  improved  with  other  public 
funds,  and  2,303  miles  of  toll  roads  incorporated  in  the  System  as  authorized 
by  the  1956  legislation. 

In  addition  to  the  sections  open  to  traffic,  4,245  miles  of  the  Interstate  System 
were  under  construction  on  December  31,  1961,  and  engineering  or  right-of-way 
acquisition  were  under  way  on  10,668  miles.  Thus  on  December  31,  1961,  some 
form  of  work  was  completed  or  underway  on  27,209  miles  or  66  percent  of  the 
41,000-mile  Interstate  System.  Work  was  not  yet  started  on  13,791  miles. 

Interstate  projects  totaling  $6.2  billion  have  been  completed  since  July  1,  1956. 
The  completed  projects  include  construction  contracts  at  a  total  cost  of  $5.1 
billion  and  engineering  and  right-of-way  acquisition  totaling  $1.1  billion. 

Interstate  projects  underway  or  authorized  on  December  31,  1961,  totaled 
$6.2  billion.  The  work  underway  included  construction  contracts  totaling  $3.7 
billion  and  engineering  and  right-of-way  acquisition  totaling  $2.5  billion. 

We  have  now  reached  almost  the  one-third  point  in  authorizations  for  comple¬ 
tion  of  the  Interstate  System.  As  shown  in  table  2  covering  work  authorized 
through  December  31,  1961,  preliminary  engineering  work  has  been  authorized 
covering  54  percent  of  the  total  program.  About  48  percent  of  the  right-of-way 
acquisition  work  has  been  authorized.  Contracts  have  been  advertised  on  27 
percent  of  the  work.  In  total,  the  work  authorized  to  date  represents  31  percent 
of  the  total  cost  of  the  Interstate  System  as  developed  in  the  1961  estimate. 

The  status  of  active  and  completed  projects  financed  from  Federal-aid  Interstate 
funds  is  shown  by  States  in  the  attached  table  3. 

For  the  A-B-C  program,  including  the  program  financed  from  the  special  funds 
authorized  by  section  2(a)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1958,  projects  have 
been  completed  since  July  1,  1956,  at  a  total  cost  of  $9  billion.  The  completed 
projects  include  over  131,000  miles  of  construction  contracts,  at  a  total  cost  of 
$8.4  billion,  and  engineering  and  right-of-way  acquisition  totaling  $578  million. 

A-B-C  projects  were  underway  or  authorized  on  December  31,  1961,  totaling 
$3.2  billion.  The  work  underway  included  over  22,200  miles  of  construction 
contracts  at  a  total  cost  of  $2.8  billion  and  engineering  and  right-of-way  acquisition 
totaling  $429  million. 

The  status  of  active  and  completed  projects  under  the  A-B-C  program  is  shown 
by  States  in  the  attached  table  4. 
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At  this  time,  I  would  like  to  give  the  committee  a  brief  final  report  on  the 
emergency  program  financed  from  the  special  funds  authorized  by  sections  2(a) 
and  2(e)  of  the  1958  act.  The  work  financed  from  these  funds  has  been  completed 
for  some  time  and  all  except  a  few  projects  have  been  closed  out. 

As  an  antirecession  measure  to  aid  the  economy,  relieve  unemployment,  and 
provide  needed  highway  improvements,  section  2(a)  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1958,  approved  April  16,  1958,  authorized  an  additional  $400  million  of 
special  Federal-aid  highway  funds  (D  funds)  for  the  fiscal  year  1959,  to  be  appor¬ 
tioned  to  the  States  using  the  same  formulas  prescribed  for  primary,  secondary, 
and  urban  highway  funds.  These  funds  were  available  to  the  States  on  a  two- 
thirds  Federal  and  one-third  State  matching  basis,  without  stipulation  as  to  the 
amount  to  be  expended  on  either  the  Federal-aid  primary  or  secondary  highway 
systems.  Projects  financed  from  these  funds  were  required  to  be  awarded  to 
contract  by  December  1,  1958,  for  completion  by  December  1,  1959.  Section  2(e) 
of  the  act  authorized  $115  million  as  repayable  advances  (L  funds)  to  assist  the 
States  in  meeting  up  to  two-thirds  of  the  requirements  for  State  matching  funds, 
provided  that  the  amounts  so  used  by  the  States  were  to  be  repaid  later  by 
deduction  from  subsequent  fiscal  year  apportionments  of  A-B-C  funds. 

Under  this  special  program,  Federal-aid  primary,  secondary,  and  urban  high¬ 
way  projects  financed  at  a  total  cost  of  $618  million  were  placed  under  contract 
within  a  period  of  7)4  months  from  date  of  authorization  of  the  funds,  in  addition 
to  and  without  delay  to  the  regular  A-B-C  and  interstate  programs.  The  projects 
provided  12,110  miles  of  highway  improvements,  including  2,075  miles  of  grading 
and  drainage  or  low-type  surfacing,  2,166  miles  of  intermediate-type  surfaces, 
7,824  miles  of  high-type  surfaces,  and  1,330  bridges  over  20-foot  span  having  a 
combined  total  length  of  45  miles. 

A  total  of  $102  million  of  L  fund  repayable  advances  were  used  by  the  States 
in  matching  the  special  D  funds.  These  advances  have  been  repaid  in  full  by 
deductions  from  the  1961  and  1962  fiscal  year  apportionments  of  A-B-C  funds. 
Three  States  elected  not  to  utilize  repayable  advances,  and  there  were  no  deduc¬ 
tions  from  1961  and  1962  apportionments  in  those  cases. 

Details  of  this  special  program  are  shown  by  States  in  table  5. 

The  Federal-aid  highway  program  is  being  advanced  at  the  maximum  level 
that  can  be  supported  from  revenues  accruing  to  the  highway  trust  fund.  The 
1963  fiscal  year  apportionments  made  last  August  included  the  A-B-C  apportion¬ 
ment  of  $925  million  and  the  interstate  apportionment  of  $2.4  billion  as  authorized 
by  the  1961  act. 

Scheduling  of  obligations  continues  to  be  necessary  in  order  that  the  trust 
fund  balance  will  be  adequate  to  reimburse  the  States  promptly  for  work  done. 
The  schedule  provides  for  obligations  totaling  $3.3  billion  for  the  current  fiscal 
year.  For  next  year  the  estimated  amount  available  for  obligation  is  equal  to 
apportionments  expected  to  be  made  later  this  calendar  year  for  the  fiscal  year 
1964,  totaling  $950  million  for  the  A-B-C  program  and  $2.6  billion  for  the  interstate 
program,  with  upward  adjustments  as  necessary  to  provide  that  each  State  may 
obligate  all  1963  and  prior  fiscal  year  apportionments  of  A-B-C  and  interstate 
funds. 

The  approximate  Federal  fund  amounts  expected  to  be  available  for  obligation 
during  the  fiscal  years  1963  through  1967  have  been  estimated  and  furnished  to 
the  States  in  order  that  such  information  will  be  available  to  them  for  advance 
planning  purposes.  The  amounts  estimated  to  be  available  for  obligation  during 
these  years  correspond  closely  to  the  amounts  expected  to  be  apportioned  during 
those  years  for  the  A-B-C  and  interstate  programs  combined. 

The  program  for  completion  of  the  Interstate  System  as  authorized  by  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1961  is  shown  in  figure  2. 

Under  this  authorized  program  the  interstate  apportionments  total  $37  billion. 
It  is  expected  that  an  interstate  apportionment  of  $2.6  billion  will  be  made  this 
summer  for  the  fiscal  year  1964,  as  shown  by  States  in  table  6,  and  that  apportion¬ 
ments  for  succeeding  fiscal  years  will  gradually  increase  to  a  maximum  of  $3  billion 
for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1968,  1969,  and  1970,  with  a  balancing  apportionment 
of  $2,885  billion  for  the  fiscal  year  1971. 

In  addition  to  these  interstate  apportionments  totaling  $37  billion,  the  proposed 
program  provides  for  A-B-C  and  other  programs,  including  emergency  relief 
and  bridges  over  dams,  totaling  $16,532  billion  through  fiscal  year  1972. 

Estimated  annual  apportionments,  disbursements,  revenues,  and  trust  fund 
balances  for  the  program  to  be  financed  from  the  highway  trust  fund  are  shown 
in  table  7. 
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Future  apportionments  of  A-B-C  funds  would  be  made  in  the  amount  of  $950 
million  for  fiscal  1964,  as  shown  in  tables  6  and  7,  $950  million  for  the  fiscal  year 
1965,  $975  million  for  the  fiscal  years  1966  and  1967,  and  $1  billion  annually  for 
the  fiscal  years  1968  through  1972,  as  recommended  by  the  President  in  his  special 
message  to  the  Congress  on  February  28,  1961.  Apportionments  in  these  amounts, 
involving  increases  of  $25  million  every  2  years  beginning  with  the  apportionment 
for  the  fiscal  year  1964,  are  in  accord  with  the  President’s  recommendations  for 
keeping  the  A-B-C  program  in  balance  with  the  expanded  interstate  program. 

The  amounts  included  for  other  programs  cover  estimated  requirements  of  $5 
million  annually  for  emergency  relief  in  the  repair  of  highways  damaged  by  floods 
or  other  disasters  which  would  continue  to  be  financed  from  the  highway  trust 
fund. 

Trust  fund  revenues  provided  by  the  1961  act  and  prior  legislation  are  estimated 
to  total  $52,639  billion  through  September  30,  1972.  As  shown  in  table  7,  these 
estimated  revenues  would  be  adequate  to  meet  financing  requirements  for  the 
$37  billion  interstate  program  and  for  the  A-B-C  and  other  programs  as  discussed 
above  with  a  surplus  of  $176  million  under  current  estimates  of  trust  fund  revenues. 

We  are  pleased  to  report  that  actual  costs  for  completion  of  the  Interstate 
System  are  running  very  close  to  the  estimate  of  costs  as  reported  to  the  Congress 
in  January  1961  (H.  Doc.  49,  87th  Cong.,  1st  sess.).  The  ratios  of  actual  to  esti¬ 
mated  costs  are  as  follows  for  work  authorized  from  January  1,  1960,  through 
December  31,  1961: 


Item 

Actual  total 
cost  (million 
dollars) 

Ratio  of 
actual  to 
estimated 
cost  (percent) 

$206 

1, 176 
3,883 

98.6 

103.3 

98.9 

Right-of-way _ _ 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

6,265 

99.9 

The  tabulation  of  cost  experience  in  the  construction  of  the  Interstate  System 
indicates  that  actual  costs  for  the  portions  of  the  Interstate  System  authorized 
during  the  2-year  period  following  the  cutoff  date  for  the  1961  estimate  are  99.9 
percent  of  the  estimated  costs  for  the  same  system  segments  as  reported  to 
Congress  in  the  1961  estimate.  This  relationship,  percentagewise,  between  actual 
and  estimated  costs  will  vary  from  State  to  State,  reflecting  changing  conditions 
in  rural  and  urban  areas,  and  changes  in  unit  prices,  etc.,  over  those  existing  at 
the  estimate  date.  Nationwide,  however,  the  estimate  of  costs  and  the  actual 
costs  are  in  close  agreement,  indicating  the  soundness  of  the  1961  estimate  as  a 
measure  of  the  ultimate  cost  of  the  41,000-mile  Interstate  System  now  designated. 


Table  1. — National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways  status  of  improvement  as  of  Dec.  81,  1961 
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Table  2. — Interstate  System  authorizations  through  Dec.  31,  1961 

[Millions  of  dollars] 


Total  cost  of  work  authorized 


Item 

Actual  through 
Dec.  31,  1961 

Estimated  remaining 
work  as  of 

Dec.  31,  1961 

Total 
Interstate 
System 
costs  per 
1961 

estimate 

Amount 

Percent 
of  total 
item  costs 

Amount 

Percent 
of  total 
item  costs 

$587 

54 

$492 

46 

$1, 079 
6,275 
31, 896 

Right-of-way _ 

2, 980 

48 

3, 295 
23, 167 

62 

8,729 

27 

73 

12, 296 

31 

26, 954 

69 

39, 250 
574 

357 

Contingencies _ 

819 

Total _ _ 

41, 000 

FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1962 
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Projects  completed  July  1,  1956,  to  date 

Total 

Federal 

funds 

,  to  .-t  -4  00  CO  ^  O  00  i’f»0O(NHNS0)^-«}<M(NO»0  00O'<f>0OHNO^O 

i  i 

Total 

cost 

$88.8 

OC0»0(3>H(NC0t0  ICOOIP-MOICOOICDCDIOCOH^CO^NOCOCOCOCIONH 

1 

1 

Engineering  and 
right-of-way 

Federal 

funds 

$5.5 

4.0 

3.0 

145.1 

13.0 

4.4 

.8 

63.5 

11.4 

. . 7~6~ 

59  6 

^eo^co»oooa5aot^coTt<©io©t^<N©C'Soo<Nicoo 

Total 

cost 

$6.2 

tPcOCBhhO^H  loOcOMOttiiOOONOOUSHMONNOOrtOOOOO-K 

Construction 

Federal 

funds 

$73.2 

(DHOCONCO«3^  IcbOJiOCnO'^lMHiOCDCDaiCDCiCOONCO^OlCSOOCTHN 

ij§||gg8§g^S$S3£g|§SSSSSE:g38gg 

i 

Total 

cost 

$82.6 

©<M©00©(M05*0  i  GO  CO  'xf  CO  CO  r— 1  ©  ©  05  P—  OO  ©  r— l  GO  P—  ©  T— (  CS  O  CO  »— <  ©  P— 

!  ' 

Projects  underway  or  authorized 

Total 

Federal 

funds 

<N  'NCOlN^iNOStO^^OJN^aiCnNcONiOCC^NNH^Ol^tOMOOINCSOOiO 

§  jgffi|5§?iS|'bS|g«Si|gSE=g'|SS|$S3?5|S|S0<i| 
**  j 

Total 

cost 

$117. 0 

65.1 
91.8 

774.2 

23.2 
110.8 

34.5 

61.7 

186.3 
7.1 

30.2 
338.7 

Tti©i-4TjtcDiO©i-(«CiO©t^OO©©00'^©'^000»0 

ssssgssg^ajgjsjsgjssg&g^i 

Engineering  and 
right-of-way 

Federal 

funds 

$31.8 

CO»0©t^CO©©t^T^^co^-(cDOO'^©CO»OiO<N©iOCO©g-ieOCOCOOOt^-^r-iTtt 

ggat^!5SgS''c;'s:S33S3§-gigSS33'SSSg'£iS3SSc<5',ig 

Total 

cost 

$37.5 

_ _ 

©00©iOr^©©©rHOO(M©(M(M^-(^-4‘OCO©^CO©©t^©CO»0(M©(N<Xi©© 

Construction 

Federal 

funds 

$71.4 

OlHNNOlOOf 

SgSg^SS: 

-  liOHMCOHCON-^OOOlNCCNM^CClHCOOOiOiONH 

1  rt 
• 

1 

Total 

cost 

$79.5 

lOOfOP-^iOOOt'-  !T7-iOOOt-©CO»0©COr-.^(M^Ht-^— <GOCO(M©iMt-CJiO 

1 

State 

Alabama  _ .  _  _ 

Alaska . _ . . . . . . 

Arizona _ 

California _ 

Colorado _ _ 

Connecticut _ _ _ _ _ 

Delaware . . . . . 

Florida . . 

VJWI  gia- - 

Hawaii _ _ _ 

Idaho _ 

Illinois 

Indiana . _ . . . . 

Kansas . . . . 

Kentucky... _ _ _ _ 

Louisiana... _ _  _ _ _ 

Maine . . . . . . . 

M  assachusetts _ _ _ 

Michigan _ _ _ _ 

Minnesota _ _ _ 

Mississippi _ _ _ 

Missouri. . . . . . 

Nebraska. _  _  _  _  __  _  *  ... 

Nevada.. . . . . . 

New  Hampshire . . . . . . 

New  Jersey . . . 

New  Mexico . . . . . 

New  York _ _ 

North  Carolina . . 

North  Dakota  __  __  _ 

: 

| 

i 

i 

| 

Table  3. — National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways — Active  and  completed  projects  financed  with  Federal  interstate  funds 

as  of  Dec.  31,  1961 — Continued 

[Millions  of  dollars] 
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FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  196  2 


Projects  completed  July  1,  1956,  to  date 

Total 

Federal 

funds 

— ioof'~05©o0'*tic^cocoooocococo'*fi 

co  oo  i"  05  t-~i  oc  co  co  oo  t"- *o 
05t^-eOCSf'-Tt405C''4kO''tfl005''C—ICO— 1 

CS  CO  T-H 

5, 381. 1 

Total 

cost 

<N00^O*-*O5^iC»-HC000t^00O5'>!t1C0CO 

00— iO5C5O5rf<oi'^0CO5COt^e0»OC0t^ 
OOOMOOIOONIO^OHIOMNH 
— 1  CO  —ICO  —1  —1 

6, 239. 0 

Engineering  and 
right-of-way 

Federal 

funds 

OCOONTfcONOOCOOtOONNCOcO 

ooiNr^cocsicoiNb-coc^ior^'^oo— ico 

Tt*  — 1  CO  —1  — 1  CS  — 1 

984.6 

Total 

cost 

HiN'f«Or-icD05HCDiOO>»OOS''f(N 

05co(Mco-^cocooir^<Nr^o»o— i— 

»C  — l  -fliH  HCO  IN 

1, 157. 5 

Construction 

Federal 

funds 

HINNN®ON'<}ICOCO^OOHHOOO 

io66-iC'»t<^QNHH-HMC3CO-i 

oot^c:5c<»o^05o5c0'«ji^t^'<ji05co— i 

4, 396. 5 

Total 

cost 

rHCO-UOOOCOcDONCOCOCOOtN^'f 

OOONIOIOOONONCONCOWNCO 

5, 081.5 

'd 

<3> 

N 

X 

o 

A 

d 

03 

u 

o 

>5 

| 

<X> 

d 

d 

to 

Total 

Federal 

funds 

SCOOOCOHOOONCOiOO'J'^OlN 

MNodioiNNc6ddd»oiocipo5cd 

■x^a5ooc0''fcot^c^*ocoeoo0‘0-'*eotc> 

5, 285.7 

Total 

cost 

COOHIONNOONNWMNH©^ 

cooco5ooo>o^cO'^o:ici6oicooi^ 

^fi— (CO-^^#,C5tOiOCOC005‘0'T-^if^ 

— I  CS  — I  <N 

6, 221. 3 

Engineering  and 
right-of-way 

Federal 

funds 

osj'HHONoaoocoNHO'ONai 

t'.oir- i-*f«io»or'-oooo©oocs<M*ocOTti 
Hs}i(ON  05  03  c*  — I  05  ^  Ol  — I  <M 

2,019.9 

Total 

cost 

05NOOC0NC0  00CIJ05- 

O5ooo6t^»ow5c5'»j;o— ioscotdoooir^ 

—4  rfi  CD  <M  — IC^CO— I  (M 

2, 538. 6 

D 

'o 

Pk 

Construction 

Federal 

funds 

00  05  05  0500  05C0t005OC0C5Tjl05C^C0 
»Q-^toc)i^— itd— i^QNcio^- <  — i 

CSIOC^— ICOCOT^CS(NCSCO't,COlMCOTt< 

3,265.8 

Total 

cost 

NCOHiOCOOCONMiCCN^COeOiON 

-oo— ic4c4(n'*oiocccocnco— icot^cocd 

C^tCT»<— <TfCOOOCOCS(N»0*OCO<NCO'^ 

3,  682.  7 

State 

Oklahoma . — . . 

Oregon _ _ _ _ _ 

Pennsylvania . . . . . 

Rhode  Island _ _ 

South  Carolina _ 

South  Dakota . . . . . . 

Tennessee . . . . . 

Texas _ _ _ 

Utah . . . . . 

Vermont _ 

Virginia..  _ 

Washington . . . . . . . 

West  V&irinia _ 

Wisconsin _ 

Wyoming. _ _ 

District  of  Columbia . . . . . 

Puerto  Rico. 

Total. . . . . . 

Table  4. — Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary  highivay  systems— Active  and  completed  projects  financed  with  primary,  secondary,  and  urban 

funds 

[Millions  of  dollars] 
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Projects  completed  July  1,  1956  to  date 

Total 

Federal 

funds 

CDOOtO(N»0«DtDWCONOMC100HNO(NC<JCOiCCOh-SrfNCC>OOOMOlOOCl 
>--NtDddci6Ncc«--'^ccoi^6d'^if:'Tt'NclNd-Hajco6cr'tr6Ndp;«'0 
CC0>.';»OC'lN'^--iCi0C^'>},^MOOQ0r'W‘0«t0iMNWNC0^lNCD«D'-C50Cl0 
rH  04  t-h  MHHH  t-H  rH  rH  «rH  rH 

(/}■ 

Total 

cost 

ro‘CCN03NrHCOC3^T*'M(MOONrHCOiOiC'^00-H-^CO^,^01COOCO'-'iOCCCCCO 

t^C4io<oo6o6ioodi-HC,4oiT^oico*-<t^eocbo6o^O'^’OeOf-Hcoolo6odt^cdoc<i'^oo 

05TfNHrt<T)'05CCNC'iMt'rHi0OCiC0>0tD'-<t0'^?:^N(M‘0*0^ClO-^'-MN>0 
rH  rH  rH  r— 1  d  Cl  rH  H  H  H  H  W  «  •"<  N  H  1-1  HHONHCO 

Engineering  and 
right-of-way 

Federal 

funds 

Tj'HiOHO'^HNXNO'-itOOOCOtOHHiOON^H'iJ'iOtOOMO'^tfcOtDiON 

c©  c4  T-i  »d  t-h  c©  t-h  ■•^C'icoHaicoeooocococo  »-5cdcot^--ido6eorHco»drroc4co 

rH  rH  rH  ©*  •  CO 

Total 

cost 

ONO‘OHNNiCNcCOOOOONtDHiCC4MNO)»003CONNO>HOJOCOr'i0030 
m  oi  oi  o  cscs  T-HodTtTtdc©o6c©t^co«©r^T-HCsicoto-^coaitO'^*-Ht^o6aico''C<<© 

T-H  rH  rH  <M  t-H<N  <M  rH  T-H  tJ<  rH  CO  t*“ 

Construction 

Miles 

OtDOOOOOtOtOHOOOJtOCOr-iOJCOCl'^t^W'J'NTjtC^eitO'^WCOPlOOO'f'il'OOO 

oocs<cOT}Jo6cdot^ajcoot^f^t^«dcdooj(>ii^'^c4oo6oicocc5oO'-3f^^toGOcc 

COQOFHTf'tOOCCCOtO’f^OOHN’l'iONONOCOCiONHXtCiOOi'fNOJH 

(Na>NC00000rH0U'-O  P5CO(N05W'0«DIOOOIN'000>01'^NONMWX^O»0 

-»r'  (m”  t-h  <-*  hco  r-T  tjT  c<T  io~  tC  ^-T  ,-T  h*  ao  co  c©~  ©T  co  r-T  r-T  r-T  co  r-T 

Federal 

funds 

NOJU5»OtCi05<CTtiiOHNO>t^^'«,<J'OOHOO^^(NClrH'rfi0300r-iTtt^mCO>0 

0>W>0>CNN'fiH90aHT}<r-(rHO051't^C0>0Nt0HC0iHt^N'TC^t0c0O0iC0,4' 
€*r  <M  (Nhh  t-Ht-h  t-h  CO  t-h 

Total 

cost 

MCCfl^tO^pHTjtuDCOiN'^NMrHOOOCOClINOJcOtOOHNeClMNMCOCOCCOSCO 

M,CmcDidid^)CC05M>OC0d'rt'iOQod'-ia)C'lO'f05C0CDc0’i,rDdNO0305  0i 
QOTt<NO-^COa3CC003(MCO-H(Ma>XCOiOCDO’tCOCLM!M^COiO-^(MOiCONr-(00 
-H  HTjlH  rtH  MHWdHNHH  rH  (O  H  H  N 

Projects  underway  or  authorized 

Total 

Federal 

funds 

N0>O'i),05»DC0‘00iW©HHtDW®f'NO0503O(M>0rHi0C0lMC^‘0«0t^®ClCl 
oiooo6cc-=jieo‘oi»oo-^eoi-Hc4»oooot^ocor^o6coc4^oiaj— I-^^o’cot^oo-^ 

CN  Tf  ci  d -H  rl  r-i  Hie  r-  Tj<  ©*  rH  CO  CO  rH  rH  T*  lO  CO  ©1  Tt*  ©4  <M  rH  CO  rH  00  ©4  O 

H  T-H  t-H 

Total 

cost 

e©NN00  05  ©0'OTjiH05(NNNNCO»CiOCOOT)tOCONOOcOClHO>Of‘OiN 

HT}<NidciTr'(XiiorHoo6h'Ci6N'H'TtoNh-05  0550ooNco(N«ocD05‘X)coo 
(O^Cl»OHCl(N  C0OrH(MMQ0TC0«NCliN05rHC0^X«i0H  O-hcOiCH© 

</^  ©*  t-H  T-H  T-H  CO  T-H 

Engineering  and 
right-of-way 

Federal 

funds 

Ttta>00c0G0Ol^‘CC^TtT»cc0Ci0t^t^C004b-C4Ht<C5Or^OT-H05C<J00i0C50004t^O05 
to  O  H  rH  CO  Tfl  OH(NCOOHHlOTfrHHt*Tf(MCOCOCl(NCl  HHTfOHrl 

Total 

cost 

OlCO^lNCOCl^O'^NOHtOCO^P'HjiTj'COOOQOOCOrHrHOlCOlNOJNNOTjtHOO 
OINNCO-HIOOIH  OCO'<I,N'HCO'MOOicici‘OCO»OcCNTf‘HticO  CO  ©i  CO  t-h  ©j  CO 

T-H  rH  <M  rH  C4  rH  rH  Cs  (M  rH 

Construction 

Miles 

OC1030«CONN01HOOOi«HONNO>NHT}ih.COCOClON©tOClNHf<Mi» 

rHoiidoi'^oi'^t^iOHt'odrHt^cOrHrHairHoitocor^coc^totO'TcoO'^GOcdcotocio 
NiOCOT}(-l'©ClClCOc:rHOf'-fl,rH©0©®iOOOTfTt‘t-NTiCliN(N©'HOcO©(N 
NtHWNINth  COOO  (NtOriHOCO^  t-h  00(NN©iOCOrH  ncOCOtO^1 

Federal 

funds 

COOCK»HiOtOONQO'Tl'iOCO©tDtCiOOOO<OOOiOiOOcOH'T}'NtOOOiOHClCO 

’Tf'OCOcOtOrHo6(NtC©COOlNrtMl^iCiCCGO(NOT}'CO®-H(35NoO.-CiNOOOiNN(N 
(NCOHO-H  T-H  CO  ntOCOClHiNCO  H -4<  O  CO  n  CO  H  (M  ©1  ©1  O 

<0-  rH  rH  rH 

Total 

cost 

NCOOOO>ONC10Hr^HCOCOTj<COO©HP.OIN'«l,t^WCOrHN'T}<cOT*'COOCl'J,'Tj' 

ONT}>INrHQOlTj<-HC)NCD©rHOlOd*CN'T}'r<nCOOn(Nr^01f-«OCO'HNTj<cb 
■CCOWlOrlrlH  CO  f-  HrltO^COlOCOrH(MCl0rH<OTfCOCO«O  Tf  rH  GO  TC  T-H  c© 

(M  T-H  T-H  CO  T-H 

State 

Alabama . . . . . 

Alaska _ _ _ 

Arizona . . . . 

Arkansas _ 

California . . . . 

Colorado. _ _ 

Connecticut _ _ 

Delaware _ 

Florida _ 

Georgia _ _ _ _ 

Hawaii _ _ 

Idaho _ _ _ 

Illinois . . . . 

Indiana _ _ _ 

Iowa _ 

Kansas . . . - . 

Kentucky . . . . 

Louisiana _ 

Maine _ _ _ 

Maryland.  . . . 

Massachusetts _ 

Michigan . . . 

Minnesota _ _ _ 

Mississippi _ _ _ 

Missouri _ _ 

Montana _ _ _ _ 

Nebraska _  _ 

Nevada _ _ _ 

New  Hampshire _ 

New  Jersey _ 

New  Mexico _ 

New  York _ _ _ _ 

North  Carolina _ _ 

North  Dakota . . 

Ohio . . . . . . 

Table  A.— Federal-aid,  primary  and  secondary  highway  systems — Active  and  completed  projects  financed  with  primary ,  secondary,  and  urban 

funds — Continued 

[Millions  ot  dollars] 
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Projects  completed  July  1,  1956  to  date 

Total 

Federal 

funds 

oaOHt^C3>OrHiO'»fTfio»OTt<ioaicooo 

>oc<i‘C'f'^iooc'icd'i'iNcdeooNoio 

OiNON»OtO$O^NO>N'«}'H^HW 
^  <N  CO  1-1 

4,706.1 

Total 

cost 

HOONHHHHr}tNO»OOOT)'NCOO© 

oooooifOidHcoocooiOfOr-ciicto 

00C<»r-H^Oi-i05C0cD-^00^00C0t^e0»O 

f-H  rH  »— 1  iO  r-<  f-l  C* 

9, 012. 0 

Engineering  and 
right-of-way 

Federal 

funds 

TfOO^ON(NO)fOWHNCONOOSCO 

focidcoio  cd 

6/3-  r-H  H 

291.6 

Total 

cost 

OCOOO>--H®IOINOONHCOCO»00»0 

rdedocDOrHt^cdcd-^c4c^oo5r-i(Ho6 
6/3  C  l  r—i  <N  1-H  r-< 

678.3 

Construction 

Miles 

OO-^r^OiOJt^COC^COtCiOkCrJHOJ-^COO 

C30ih'«ONr-<dO--'«Tj'NCON'Hr^ 
lOiON'tC'lCOCO'rOJMOOiOCO-tCOiO 
OTtr-.-lrH-HCi>OOOCO^(MCONfC  r-l 

COHH  co»ocoo  of  oa-  cor-T 

131, 414.2 

Federal 

funds 

CDOOrHCOCJlCOaiOOOHTjiCOHOOONO 

^o»o--<aj-^oio-^oQ-^>ooocDcdooco 

ClNCid'tOGiO^NOONCOO'^HCI 
6/3  r-i  CO  r-l 

4,414.6 

Total 

cost 

HiON(NOOiM®ONCONOOHHOlT}' 

r-Ndcso-^fodocoNcoioc<irHMoo 

oOiHCi^ci.-icooocO'^iOTft^rHh.co'^ 

■— <  1— 1  CO  H  H  lO  T— l  i— 1  (M 

€/3 

8,433.7 

Projects  underway  or  authorized 

Total 

Federal 

funds 

^«HOKDN^CONCONH010050(N 

OlcdcOOOCOtOCOiOiOOfNr^-^'-HO^-^O 
CNiMOO  <M  coco.— <  CO  <M  <M  CO --i --i  .-H 
6/3 

1, 690. 8 

Total 

cost 

HCONOJ05H05NIM‘OOOCCI05(NCOH(M 

cdcdcdr^cdocd^r-iocd>dt^cdoioji— ' 

>CCOOHTf<HCOC'FN'-iO‘O^OH(MCl 

6/3-  r-H  r-l 

3, 246.  5 

Engineering  and 
right-of-way 

Federal 

funds 

Cqa0(M0i(M<MC0C005l>-C^C0iM05'>^O^H 

MNO^H  r— I  H  CO  CO  GO  O  d  CO  Cl 

6/3  r-H  .-H 

225.4 

Total 

cost 

^NiOOUOCO'fNiOCOCO'fiOONOOCO 

cDdodd  co  c<i  r-i co cd co  »d cd »d -rti 

6/3  I— <  CM  <N  y*  r-H  ^  r-l 

429.2 

Construction 

Miles 

OcOCOiOCOCOd'f'^'-icOcOOCOCOTlir-l 

NOi’fNMiOci^OHMOiOOOHH 
OcO^dONOiO-i^OHd^NHiO 
ot  r— i  co  ocq-^oiiM  codH^H 

22, 228. 9 

Federal 

funds 

dooio^iiococococoiniooocoioOrH 

cd-^rN-^CMiOr-i»ocoTji^tici6tOT#ic>r-iGio 

C1HN  <N  (M  CO  r-l  ClHHCIHH 

1, 465. 4 

Total 

cost 

scow-- iTficoiotor^oq»ootTticsqo5coos 
^cocoGO'^otcocooootr^o6^-'oo»ococd 

*0  (M  Tf<  04  y<  Ttl  CO  CO  TJ<  r— 1  04  r-H 

6/3-  r-l  r— I 

2, 817.3 

State 

Oklahoma . . . 

Oregon _  _  _ _ 

Pennsylvania- . . . . 

Rhode  Island _ 

South  Carolina _ 

South  Dakota _ _ 

Tennessee _ 

Texas . . 

Utah _ _ 

Vermont _ _ 

Virginia _ 

Washington _ - _ _ 

West  Virginia _ _ 

Wisconsin _ _ _ 

Wyoming . . 

District  of  Columbia _ 

Puerto  Rico.. . . 

Total _ 

FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  19  62 
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Table  5. — -Projects  financed  from  funds  authorized  by  sec.  2(a)  and  2(e)  (D  funds 
and  L  funds,  respectively)  of  1958  act  as  of  Dec.  81,  1961 


State 

Number 

of 

projects 

Total 

cost 

Federa 

D  fund 

1  funds 

L  fund 

Miles 

Number 

of 

bridges 

Alabama _ _ _  ___ 

54 

$11,952,548 

$7, 883,  298 

$2, 496,  574 

261.3 

37 

Alaska _ _ _ 

31 

8, 239,  043 

6, 178, 599 

381, 824 

127.1 

6 

Arizona . . . _ . 

20 

5, 992,  583 

4,  767, 326 

680, 439 

76.8 

23 

Arkansas . . . . 

53 

9,  147,  330 

5, 880, 738 

1,816,813 

346.7 

34 

California _ _ 

92 

37,  514,  673 

22,  073,  488 

5,  289,  037 

201.7 

66 

Colorado _ 

23 

9,  562, 554 

6,  259,  199 

1,  576,  074 

195.7 

5 

Connecticut _ _ _ 

25 

6,  047,  904 

3,  733,  466 

1, 153,  428 

36.4 

3 

Delaware . . . 

7 

2,  757,  472 

1,  605,  280 

527, 145 

22.3 

7 

Florida . . . 

43 

10,  168,  077 

6,  544,  442 

2,  021,  859 

307.3 

6 

Georgia _ _ _ 

34 

12,217,  061 

8,  045,  973 

2,  682,  009 

290.7 

26 

Hawaii _ _ _ _ 

5 

2,  849,  494 

1,  838,  235 

567, 910 

13.2 

3 

Idaho,. . . . 

35 

5, 455, 657 

3,  936, 209 

840,  066 

165.9 

5 

Illinois _ _ _ _ _ 

166 

27,  430,  184 

17,  803,  047 

4, 807,  689 

567.6 

41 

Indiana . . .  . 

70 

14,  063,  585 

9,  375,  435 

2, 860, 015 

250.4 

18 

Iowa  _ _ _ 

108 

13,  557,  425 

8,  523,  047 

2,  633, 135 

401.8 

29 

Kansas. . .  . . 

151 

12, 337, 855 

8, 123,  299 

2,  509,  636 

482.3 

94 

Kentucky _  ... 

41 

11, 154,  064 

7, 138,  825 

2,  205,  490 

116.0 

19 

Louisiana _ 

32 

9,  752,  761 

6, 305,  387 

1,  850,  751 

199.9 

IS 

Maine _ _ _ _ 

22 

4,  662,  S46 

2,  975,  768 

919,  343 

55.4 

Maryland. _ _ _ 

8 

6;  775, 394 

4, 394,  431 

1,  357;  629 

24.8 

4 

Massachusetts . . . . 

22 

12,  086,  441 

7,-417,  652 

2,  291,  632 

33.3 

14 

Michigan _ _ _ 

132 

21,  948,  248 

13,  857,  433 

196, 132 

375.8 

17 

Minnesota . . . 

133 

15,  993,  590 

9,  544,  381 

393, 314 

497.7 

23 

Mississippi.. _ _ 

73 

10,  529,  823 

6,  374, 195 

18, 000 

296.1 

54 

Missouri  ... _ _ _ _ 

100 

16,  715,  757 

11,041,091 

3,411,067 

408.9 

72 

Montana _ _ _ 

38 

9,  191,302 

6,  325,  284 

1, 595, 039 

267.3 

5 

Nebraska.  _  _. 

30 

10,  068,  882 

6,  628,  717 

2, 047,  895 

212. 1 

23 

Nevada. _ _ _ _ 

11 

4,  261,  315 

3,  737, 178 

288, 487 

107.3 

2 

New  Hampshire _ 

8 

2,  741,  830 

1,  797,  880 

13.  5 

4 

New  Jersey _  . 

23 

ii,  399;  799 

7,  585,  212 

2, 286, 432 

39.6 

6 

New  Mexico _ _  ...  .  . 

16 

6,  874, 697 

5, 129, 291 

1, 047, 522 

106.8 

10 

New  York.  _ ...  _ 

87 

42,  711,189 

25,  765, 119 

7, 691, 167 

217.4 

33 

North  Carolina . . 

68 

14,  417, 185 

9,  527,  160 

2,  952,  998 

341.6 

37 

North  Dakota _ _ 

23 

6,  884,  073 

4,  511,  272 

1, 393, 726 

392.9 

1 

Ohio.  ._  . . .  .  _ 

223 

24,  884,  453 

15,  876,  379 

4, 904, 896 

724.0 

30 

Oklahoma . . . . 

36 

11, 907,  762 

7,  668, 061 

2, 368,  993 

180.7 

40 

Oregon . . . . 

71 

8, 297, 985 

5,  898, 916 

1,  241, 197 

124.9 

39 

Pennsylvania _ 

56 

29,  418,  065 

19,  217, 078 

5,  936,  982 

139.  1 

52 

Rhode  Island. . 

22 

3, 475, 957 

2,  219,  044 

676, 619 

49.8 

58 

8,  778,  878 

5, 066, 872 

283.5 

46 

South  Dakota _ _ _ 

70 

7;  066, 130 

i,  880i  326 

1, 017, 733 

402.7 

15 

Tennessee _ _ _  ._ 

62 

12,  581, 929 

8,  295,  696 

2,  562,  897 

306.3 

42 

Texas _  _ _  . 

147 

38,  527,  230 

24,  334, 820 

7,  518,  072 

1, 027. 4 

227 

Utah _ _ 

17 

4,  770,  155 

3,  729,  777 

72.5 

6 

Vermont . . . 

17 

2,  594,  867 

1, 656, 616 

511,800 

22.4 

6 

Virginia _ _ 

133 

12, 917, 661 

7, 657, 939 

2, 365, 867 

464.  1 

19 

Washington . . . . .  ___ 

87 

9,  790,  505 

6, 494, 383 

1, 662, 443 

269.5 

5 

West  Virginia _ _ _ 

33 

6, 976, 103 

4,  324,  463 

1, 336, 012 

152.5 

4 

Wisconsin _ _ 

85 

15,  656,  57S 

9, 098, 443 

2, 810,  900 

319.6 

38 

Wyoming . . . . . 

9 

5, 153, 630 

3,  886,  714 

748, 548 

97.0 

6 

District  of  Columbia . . 

10 

3,  699, 324 

2,  368,  963 

731, 875 

6.4 

1 

Puerto  Rico _  .. 

9 

4, 413, 281 

2, 798, 766 

864, 440 

14.1 

9 

Total _ _ _ _ _ _ 

2,929 

618, 373, 134 

398, 100, 613 

102, 049,  551 

12, 110. 1 

1,330 
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Table  6. — Approximate  apportionments  of  Federal-aid  highway  funds,  fiscal  year 

1964 

[Thousands  of  dollars] 


State 

ABC 

Interstate 

($2,600,000) 

Total 

($3,550,000) 

Primary 

($427,500) 

Secondary 

($285,000) 

Urban 

($237,500) 

Subtotal 

($950,000) 

Alabama _ _ 

$8, 178 

$6, 244 

$3, 188 

$17, 610 

$53. 635 

$71,  245 

22, 696 

15, 233 

156 

38,  085 

38,  085 

Arizona _ 

6,337 

4,  111 

1,  773 

12,  221 

36, 407 

48, 628 

Arkansas _ 

6,087 

4.847 

1,292 

12,  226 

27, 138 

39, 364 

California _ 

21,  862 

10, 154 

25,  672 

57, 688 

247,  918 

305,  606 

Colorado.  . . 

7, 105 

4,609 

2,415 

14, 129 

34,  379 

48,  508 

Connecticut. . . . . 

2,992 

1,622 

4,581 

9, 195 

36,  613 

45,808 

Delaware... _ _ 

2,111 

1,407 

544 

4,  062 

9, 654 

13, 716 

Florida...  _ _ — . 

7,  849 

4,  863 

6,  669 

19, 381 

53, 789 

73, 170 

Georgia _ _ 

10,  473 

7,  909 

3,843 

22,  225 

47,  781 

70,  006 

Hawaii _ 

2,  111 

1,407 

880 

4,398 

20, 360 

24,  758 

Idaho . . . 

4,  726 

3,392 

501 

8,619 

12, 170 

20,  789 

Illinois _ _ 

15,  933 

8,727 

15,  229 

39, 889 

135,  256 

175, 145 

Indiana _ 

9,696 

7,009 

5,  322 

22,  027 

64,  213 

86,  240 

Iowa _  _ 

9,  619 

7, 162 

2,  535 

19,316 

32,  813 

52, 129 

Kansas  _ ...  _ 

9,561 

6,  676 

2,  327 

18,  564 

20, 103 

38,  667 

Kentucky _ _ _ 

6,  944 

5,888 

2. 368 

15,  200 

62.  890 

68,090 

Louisiana _ 

6,353 

4,  570 

3,712 

14,  635 

74,  894 

89,  529 

Maine..  .  - - 

3, 138 

2,  384 

805 

6,  327 

12,  247 

18,  574 

Maryland  . . 

4, 192 

2,  628 

4,288 

11, 108 

47,  499 

58,  607 

Massachusetts . . 

6,382 

2,380 

8, 184 

15,  946 

55,  561 

71,  507 

Michigan. _ _ _ 

13, 179 

8,  277 

10,  755 

32,  211 

101, 031 

133,  242 

Minnesota _ 

10,  726 

7,  560 

3,  888 

22, 174 

67,  063 

89, 237 

Mississippi.  _  ... 

6,  626 

6,567 

1,  393 

13,  586 

31,  503 

45, 089 

Missouri _ 

11,306 

7,  740 

5,  270 

24, 316 

66,  318 

90, 634 

Montana . . . 

7,  821 

5.  426 

543 

13,  790 

24,  263 

3.3, 053 

Nebraska... . .  ..  .. 

7,688 

5, 478 

1,368 

14,  534 

15, 148 

29,  682 

Nevada _ _ — - 

4,846 

3,223 

358 

8,  427 

13,  069 

21, 496 

New  Hampshire . . 

2,  111 

1,407 

627 

4, 145 

11,  631 

15,  776 

New  Jersey _ 

5,968 

2,049 

10, 191 

18,  208 

67,  602 

85,810 

New  Mexico  . . 

6,606 

4,  457 

1,  147 

12,  210 

25,  880 

38, 090 

New  York . . . 

19,  292 

8,412 

27, 316 

55,  020 

122,  855 

177, 875 

North  Carolina . . 

9,  971 

8,914 

3,  111 

21,  996 

21,  208 

43,  204 

North  Dakota _ _ _ 

5,411 

3,  965 

417 

9,  793 

11,  451 

21, 244 

Ohio _ _ _ _ 

14,  660 

9, 138 

13,  402 

37, 200 

176,  952 

214, 152 

Oklahoma _ _ _ 

8,  523 

5,932 

2,  616 

17,  071 

31, 195 

48, 266 

Oregon  ...  ...  . . . . 

6,  546 

4,  575 

1,982 

13,  103 

45,  034 

58, 137 

Pennsylvania..  . . . 

15,  690 

10,  062 

15,  094 

40,  846 

115, 974 

156,  820 

Rhode  Island . . 

2,  111 

1.407 

1,426 

4,944 

9,  551 

14,  495 

South  Carolina . . 

5,407 

4,724 

1,699 

11,  830 

22,  389 

34, 219 

South  Dakota _ 

5,  952 

4,  306 

431 

10,  689 

17, 023 

27,  712 

Tennessee _  _ 

8,  277 

6,536 

3,  378 

18, 191 

65, 343 

83, 534 

Texas _ _ _ 

25,  851 

16.  337 

13, 180 

55, 368 

117, 309 

172, 677 

Utah... _ _ 

4,  635 

3.007 

1,  237 

8,  879 

37,  537 

46,  416 

Vermont _ 

2,111 

1,407 

330 

3,  848 

17, 895 

21,  743 

Virginia-  _  _ 

8,031 

6,  269 

4,  112 

18,  412 

78,  797 

97, 209 

Washington . . . 

6,  780 

4,582 

3,  548 

14,  910 

54,  046 

68, 956 

West  Virginia _ _ 

4, 163 

3,  742 

1.248 

9,153 

39, 026 

48, 179 

Wisconsin _ _ _ 

9,485 

6,  691 

4,  589 

20,  765 

22,  928 

43, 693 

Wyoming  ...  _ 

4.816 

3,  277 

280 

8,  373 

24,  879 

33, 252 

District  of  Columbia _ 

2,111 

1,407 

1,489 

5,  007 

37, 280 

42, 287 

Puerto  Rico _ _ 

2,  111 

2,342 

1,822 

6,  275 

6,275 
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Table  7. — Program  for  completion  of  Interstate  System 
[Millions  of  dollars] 


Fiscal  year 

Apportionments  1 

Disburse¬ 
ments  3 

Reve¬ 
nues  3 

Highway 
trust  fund 
balance  3 

Date  made 

Interstate 

ABC  and 
other 

Total 

Balance  3 . . . . 

.Tune 

30. 1956 

315 

1,665 

1,  980 

1957 _ _ _ 

June 

29, 1956 

1,000 

129 

L 129 

966 

1,482 

516 

1958 _ 

Aug. 

1.1956 

1,700 

859 

2,  559 

1,511 

2,044 

1,049 

1959.... _ _ 

Aug. 

1, 1957 

2,  200 

1,381 

3,  581 

2,613 

2,  087 

523 

1960 _ 

Aug. 

1,1958 

2,500 

906 

3.  406 

2.  940 

2,  536 

119 

1961 _ _ 

Oct. 

8, 1959 

1.800 

883 

2,683 

2,619 

2,  799 

299 

1962 _ _ 

Aug. 

1, 1960 

2,  200 

884 

3,084 

3,026 

3,  001 

274 

1963 _ 

Aug. 

17,1961 

2,  400 

930 

3,330 

3,  252 

3,262 

284 

1964 _ 

July 

1, 1962 

2,600 

955 

3,  555 

3, 379 

3,  357 

262 

1965 _ _ 

July 

1, 1963 

2,700 

955 

3, 655 

3,475 

3,454 

241 

1966 _ 

July 

1,1964 

2,  800 

980 

3,  780 

3,577 

3,  550 

214 

1967 . . . . 

July 

1,1965 

2,900 

980 

3,880 

3,688 

3,651 

177 

1968.... . . 

July 

1,1966 

3,  000 

1,005 

4,  005 

3.796 

3,754 

135 

1969 _ 

July 

1.1967 

3,  000 

1,005 

4,  005 

3,838 

3,861 

158 

1970 _ _ _ 

July 

1, 1968 

3,  000 

1,005 

4,005 

3, 878 

3,969 

249 

1971 _ _ 

July 

1,1969 

2,885 

1,005 

3,890 

3,  971 

4,  078 

356 

1972 _ _ 

July 

1, 1970 

1,005 

1,005 

4,  070 

4, 191 

477 

1973 . . . . 

1,864 

1,563 

176 

Total. _ 

37,000 

16,  532 

53, 532 

52, 463 

52, 639 

1  Actual  for  fiscal  years  through  1963;  estimated,  1964-72. 
3  Actual  for  fiscal  years  through  1961;  estimated,  1962-73. 
3  Unpaid  balance  of  prior  authorizations. 


Table  8. —  Estimated  Interstate  System  costs 
[Millions  of  dollars] 


Remaining  costs  Jan.  1,  1960 

Total  estimated  cost 

Item 

Costs 
incurred 
prior  to 
1961 

estimate 

1961 

estimate 

Ratio, 
actual 
to  esti¬ 
mated 
costs 
(percent) 

Adjusted 
estimate 
of  re¬ 
maining 
costs 

1961 

estimate 
(col.  2  plus 
col.  3) 

Adjusted 
estimate 
(col.  2  plus 
col.  5) 

(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

Project  examination _ 

$389 

$690 

98.6 

$680 
4,681 
26,  520 

$1,079 
6,  275 
31, 896 

$1, 069 
6, 425 
31, 601 

Rights-of-way _ _ _ _ 

1,744 

5,081 

4,  531 

103.3 

26, 815 

98.9 

Subtotal _ 

7,214 

32, 036 

31, 881 

39, 250 
574 

39, 095 
574 

Public  roads  administration  and 
research _ 

357 

357 

Contingencies _ _ _ 

819 

974 

Total _ _ _ 

41, 000 

41, 000 

Figube  1 

STATUS  OF  INTERSTATE  SYSTEM  IMPROVEMENT 

_ AS  OF  DECEMBER  31,1961 _ 
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Figube  2 

COMPLETION  OF  INTERSTATE  SYSTEM  IN  1972 
PURSUANT  TO  1961  ACT 

INTERSTATE  PROGRAM 
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ADMINISTRATIVE  CONTROLS  EXERCISED  BY  PUBLIC  ROADS 

As  this  committee  is  well  aware,  the  initiation  in  1956  of  a  program  for  the 
completion  of  the  Interstate  System  with  the  Federal  Government  contributing 
90  percent  of  the  cost  has  materially  increased  the  Federal  interest  in  this  program 
and  altered  somewhat  our  perspective  on  its  administration.  The  highway  pro¬ 
gram  should  retain,  however,  its  basic  concept  as  a  Federal-State  cooperative 
program. 

In  cooperation  with  the  Department  of  Justice,  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  has 
prepared  proposed  legislation  recently  submitted  to  the  Congress  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce  and  introduced  as  H.R.  10822  which  recognizes  this  increased 
Federal  interest.  Its  purpose  is  to  assist  in  meeting  the  problems  of  the  irregu¬ 
larities  which  have  occurred  in  the  highway  program.  These  irregularities  in¬ 
volved  only  a  very  small  percentage  of  total  Federal-aid  projects;  however,  we 
do  not  and  will  not  overlook  their  seriousness.  The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  has 
instituted  effective  administrative  controls,  which  I  will  discuss  in  a  moment, 
over  Federal-aid  highway  projects,  with  a  view  toward  preventing  such  irregulari¬ 
ties.  Nevertheless,  we  believe  that  it  is  necessary  and  desirable  to  provide  Fed¬ 
eral  law  enforcement  agencies  with  appropriate  authority  to  act  when  necessary 
and  to  provide  penalties  under  Federal  law  for  frauds  and  other  offenses  committed 
by  both  public  officers  or  employees  and  private  individuals. 

Almost  5  years  ago,  the  Bureau  established  its  Project  Examination  Division, 
for  purposes  of  review  of  both  Bureau  and  State  operations.  This  Division, 
which  was  initially  composed  of  a  very  few  persons,  now  numbers  some  30  pro¬ 
fessional  people,  including  trained  investigators,  and  has  been  instrumental  in 
turning  to  light  a  number  of  questionable  practices. 

I  wish  to  discuss  with  you  the  administrative  actions  that  Public  Roads  has 
undertaken  to  meet  the  problems  of  fraud  and  of  other  improprieties  in  connec¬ 
tion  writh  the  highway  program. 

Many  of  these  problems  have  occurred  in  the  right-of-way  field.  Malfeasance 
in  particular  States  has  received  considerable  publicity  within  the  last  18  months. 
To  correct  these  situations  and  to  prevent  reoccurence,  -we  are  providing  special¬ 
ized  training  and  guidance  for  Bureau  and  State  personnel  assigned  to  right-of-way 
activities.  Area  seminars  are  regularly  convened  to  bring  these  Federal  and 
State  employees  together  to  discuss  Bureau  requirements  and  problems  of  concern 
to  both  levels  of  government. 

We  have  established  and  published  specific  guidelines  on  all  phases  of  right-of- 
way  acquisition  and  on  the  preparation  of  appraisals.  Procedures  have  been  set 
forth  for  negotiating  and  documenting  administrative  settlements.  Also,  guide¬ 
lines  relating  to  acquisition  of  property  by  condemnation  have  been  issued. 

Each  of  the  States  is  required  to  submit  a  35-point  report  setting  forth  in  detail 
every  phase  of  its  right-of-way  operations. 

Our  regional  and  division  offices  have  been  instructed  to  conduct  right-of-way 
inspection-in-depth  reviews  with  the  objective  of  determining  how  effectively 
each  State  is  handling  its  land  acquisition  program.  Initially,  an  inspection  in 
depth  will  be  made  in  every  phase  of  right-of-way  activity  on  one  project  in  at 
least  one  State  in  each  region.  In  every  State  where  a  full  project  review  is  not 
being  made,  an  inspection  in  depth  will  be  conducted  on  one  or  more  of  the  major 
phases  of  right-of-way  acquisition.  This  will  be  a  continuing  program  and  we 
anticipate  that  its  effectiveness  will  increase. 

Teams  composed  of  auditors,  investigators  and  right-of-way  specialists  from 
the  Bureau’s  Washington  office  will  make  detailed  reviews  of  right-of-way  prac¬ 
tices  and  procedures  in  our  division  offices  and  will  conduct  detailed  investigations 
into  any  allegations  of  improprieties. 

All  of  these  right-of-way  control  measures  call  for  men  to  carry  them  out 
effectively.  We  have  succeeded  in  obtaining  138  full-time  positions  in  the  right- 
of-way  field  and  have  requested  an  additional  29  for  the  fiscal  year  1963.  By  way 
of  contrast,  in  1956,  when  the  accelerated  interstate  program  was  initiated,  the 
Bureau  had  only  a  few  full-time  right-of-way  employees  and  these  employees  were 
all  in  our  Washington  office.  The  benefits  which  will  accrue  by  reason  of  full 
staff  complement  in  the  right-of-way  field  will  be  material.  Our  experience  to 
date  under  the  new  procedures  I  have  mentioned  demonstrates  this  beyond 
question. 

Another  area  of  highway  construction  activity  where  improprieties  have 
occurred  is  in  the  use  of  materials — inferior  materials  and  inadequate  testing  and 
sampling  procedures.  The  details  of  questionable  practices  in  certain  States 
have  already  been  made  known  to  many  on  the  committee,  and  to  the  public  as 
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well.  We  assure  you  that  every  effort  is  being  extended  to  prevent  future  occur¬ 
rences  of  similar  nature. 

Inspection  and  testing  procedures  have  been  the  subject  of  continuous  review 
by  this  Bureau,  particularly  over  the  last  2  years.  Through  the  institution  of 
new  policies  and  procedures  we  feel  quite  positive  that  every  affected  Federal  and 
State  employee  is  aware  of  the  attention  to  be  given  to  the  matter  of  testing  the 
quantity  and  quality  of  materials  incorporated  into  Federal-aid  projects. 

Intensified  procedures  concerning  the  inspection  of  construction  projects  were 
put  into  effect  with  the  issuance  of  instructional  memorandum  20-5-60  on  April  29, 
1960.  This  covered  the  inspection  of  material  test  reports  and  the  sampling  of 
materials  in  place  on  projects  as  well  as  final  inspection  procedures. 

This  memorandum  was  amplified  in  January  1961  with  the  issuance  of  instruc¬ 
tional  memorandum  20-5-60(1).  Pertinent  provisions  of  this  and  the  previous 
instructional  memorandum  were  incorporated  in  policy  and  procedure  memoran¬ 
dum  20-6.2  issued  January  26,  1962.  This  latest  issuance  sets  forth  explicitly 
the  requirements  of  the  Bureau  relating  to  sampling  and  testing  of  materials  and 
construction  in  connection  with  the  inspection  of  Federal  and  Federal-aid  highway 
construction  projects. 

Its  objective  is  set  forth  as  follows:  “The  objective  of  the  sampling  and  testing 
performed  on  highway  construction  projects  is  to  ascertain  whether  materials 
used  or  proposed  for  use  and  the  construction  work  accomplished  or  in  progress 
conform  with  plans  and  specification  requirements  and  to  alert  the  contractor 
and  supervising  engineers  to  the  need  for  corrective  action  in  case  of  noncon¬ 
formity.” 

Unless  all  necessary  materials  test  reports  and  other  reports  are  available  to 
the  Bureau’s  area  engineers,  payment  on  progress  vouchers  may  be  deferred  until 
the  situation  has  been  corrected. 

For  each  highway  project,  the  State  is  required  to  certify  as  to  the  conformance 
of  materials  incorporated  in  the  work  as  shown  by  the  results  of  job  control 
sampling  and  testing. 

We  believe  that  these  procedures  will  be  an  effective  administrative  tool.  We 
will  continue,  however,  to  exercise  vigilance  over  this  phase  of  highway  construc¬ 
tion,  recognizing  that  future  developments  may  bring  the  need  for  further  re¬ 
appraisal  of  sampling  and  testing  requirements  and  practices. 

Notwithstanding  the  general  high  caliber  of  engineer  and  contractor  personnel 
in  charge  of  and  performing  the  engineering  and  construction  work,  the  possibility 
always  exists  that  someone  who  is  incompetent,  careless,  or  lacking  in  integrity 
may  become  involved  in  the  control  or  performance  of  the  work  and  that  some 
deficiencies  in  the  construction  may  result.  Because  of  this  possibility,  the  Bureau 
has  deemed  it  advisable  to  establish  a  system,  designed  to  verify  that  adequate 
controls  are  being  exercised  over  all  phases  of  the  construction  and  to  disclose 
and  eliminate  any  weaknesses  or  malpractices  that  may  occasionally  exist. 

It  would  most  certainly  not  be  in  the  public  interest  nor  desirable  from  the 
standpoint  of  Federal-State  relations  for  the  Bureau  to  attempt  to  set  up  an  or¬ 
ganization  and  system  whereby  Bureau  engineers  would  be  constantly  at  the 
site  of  each  construction  project  to  thoroughly  inspect  every  detail  of  the  opera¬ 
tions  either  continuously  or  at  frequent  intervals.  Even  if  such  intensive  inspec¬ 
tion  were  desirable,  it  would  not  be  possible  within  reasonable  manpower  and  time 
limitations.  Instead,  this  more  realistic  program  has  been  instituted  by  the 
Bureau  of  making  inspections  in  depth  on  a  spot  check  basis. 

Under  this  program,  the  Bureau  division  engineer  from  time  to  time  designates 
a  number  of  representative  projects  upon  which  comprehensive,  thorough,  com¬ 
plete,  and  detailed  inspections  and  analyses  of  selected  phases  of  the  construction 
and  engineering  are  to  be  made.  The  primary  purpose  of  such  inspections  in 
depth  and  analyses  of  the  findings  is  to  provide  a  continuing  basis  for  evaluating 
the  accuracy,  adequacy,  and  effectiveness  of  procedures,  methods,  controls,  and 
operations  used  by  the  contractor  and  the  engineer  to  assure  performance  of  high 
quality  construction,  accurate  determination  of  quantities  upon  which  payment 
is  to  be  made,  and  correct  payment  in  accordance  with  the  contract  provisions. 
The  findings  on  such  inspections  will  disclose  any  need  for  better  controls,  better 
supervision,  and  improvements  in  specifications  and  procedures  on  these  particu¬ 
lar  projects  or  generally  on  all  projects.  If  any  such  need  is  found,  appropriate 
remedial  action  is  and  will  be  immediately  initiated. 

The  inspection-in-depth  program  has  not  been  instituted  with  the  idea  that 
the  procedures,  methods,  controls,  and  operations  involved  in  the  direction  and 
supervision  of  highway  construction  are  generally  weak,  ineffective,  or  improper. 
Instead,  it  is  believed  that  the  opposite  is  true  and  that  the  inspections  in  depth 
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will  ordinarily  serve  primarily  to  verify  that  such  is  the  case.  The  principal 
purpose  of  inspection  in  depth  is  to  provide  documentation  based  on  thorough 
investigation  that  the  administration,  control,  and  supervision  of  the  construction 
work  are  adequate  and  proper  to  assure  high  quality  results  in  all  respects.  This 
inspection-in-depth  program  supplements  rather  than  supersedes  the  longstanding 
program  of  inspecting  each  and  every  active  project  less  thoroughly  but  more 
frequently,  usually  at  least  once  each  month.  The  supplementary  inspection-in¬ 
depth  procedures  have  been  in  operation  for  approximately  a  year  and  have 
proved  to  be  quite  satisfactory  to  accomplish  their  intended  purpose. 

I  want  to  make  it  abundantly  clear  that  we  will  continue:  To  strengthen  our 
procedures  when  our  examination  thereof  indicates  its  need;  to  further  train  our 
personnel;  and  to  seek  reasonable  increases  in  the  number  of  our  personnel  in 
certain  areas,  as  right-of-way,  so  that  irregularity  in  all  phases  of  the  highway 
program  will  be  at  an  absolute  minimum.  We  would  like  to  eliminate  it  com¬ 
pletely.  In  this  connection,  the  hearings  conducted  by  the  special  subcommittee 
headed  by  Congressman  Blatnik  have  been  particularly  beneficial.  State  high¬ 
way  officials,  the  contracting  industry,  and  the  general  public  are  acutely  aware 
that  the  highway  program  is  big  business  and  one  in  which  the  Congress,  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Commerce,  and  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  will  not  tolerate  the 
improper  expenditure  of  public  funds. 

A  few  words  on  the  general  training  activities  of  the  Bureau  would  now  be 
appropriate. 

In  order  to  promote  the  application  of  advanced  techniques  in  highway 
engineering  and  administration,  and  to  improve  the  administration  of  the  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads,  the  Bureau  has  for  many  years  conducted  an  extensive  training 
program. 

The  Bureau’s  program  of  training  emphasizes  the  professional  development  of  its 
highway  engineers,  notably  in  keeping  with  resent  developments  in  highway 
engineering  technology.  Most,  of  this  training  is  conducted  by  Public  Roads 
employees,  although  in  recent  years  the  Bureau  has  provided  an  increasing  amount 
of  outservice  training  when  it  can  be  procured  more  economically  from  non- 
Federal  facilities.  Public  Roads  also  provides  a  moderate  amount  of  training 
for  State  highway  department  employees.  In  the  past  3  years,  some  20  of  our 
inservice  training  conferences  have  been  attended  by  State  highway  people. 
Some  training  has  also  been  given  employees  of  other  Federal  agencies  of  highway 
officials  of  other  countries. 

Public  Roads  largest  single  continuing  training  activity  is  its  3-year  highway 
engineer  training  program.  Currently  75  engineering  graduates  enter  this  pro¬ 
gram  annually.  The  capabilities  of  Public  Roads  engineering  staff  clearly  indicate 
the  effectiveness  of  this  program.  Recently  a  2-year  training  program  was 
established  for  college  graduates  in  nonengineering  fields. 

Specialized  training  courses  have  been  provided  by  and  for  Public  Roads 
employees  in  aerial  surveys,  appraising,  bridge  engineering,  highway  capacity, 
highway  design,  highway  planning,  hydraulics,  materials  training,  supervisory 
training,  personal  development,  and  many  other  subjects.  Courses  have  varied 
from  a  few  hours  to  5  weeks  in  duration. 

Public  Roads  training  activities  for  any  fiscal  year  are  outlined  and  necessary 
funds  allocated  prior  to  the  beginning  of  each  fiscal  year.  Field  offices  and  head¬ 
quarters  units  submit  requests  and  recommendations  to  our  Training  Branch 
where  the  individual  requests  are  grouped  and  courses  programed.  Training  by 
other  Federal  agencies  and  outservice  training  are  also  approved  at  this  time,  in 
the  event  the  desired  training  is  not  available  in  Public  Roads. 

In  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  training  is  regarded  as  a  requisite  to  more 
effective  operations.  Efficient  administration  of  the  national  highway  program 
depends  on  the  most  effective  utilization  of  many  thousands  of  individual 
employees. 

BIDDING  ON  FEDERAL-AID  CONTRACTS 

During  the  5}<>-year  period  from  the  enactment  of  the  1956  Federal-Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  on  June  29,  1956,  to  the  end  of  the  1961  calendar  year,  42,825  contracts 
totaling  $15.4  billion  in  amount  have  been  awarded  for  the  construction  of  Federal- 
aid  highway  projects.  Of  these,  6,584,  with  a  value  of  $7.3  billion  were  financed 
with  interstate  highway  funds  and  State  matching  funds.  These  contracts  ranged 
in  size  from  about  $5,000  to  over  $15  million.  The  typical  distribution  of  con¬ 
tracts  through  the  various  size  ranges  is  shown  in  table  9  for  the  6,653  contracts 
awarded  in  1961. 
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Table  9. — Distribution  by  size  ranges  of  summary  by  size  of  contract  awarded 
during  calendar  year  1961,  all  Federal-aid  highway  construction  contracts 


Contract  size  group 

Total 
number  of 
contracts 

Percentage 
of  total 
contracts 

Total 
amount  of 
low  bids 

Percentage 
of  total 
value 

0  to  $24,999 _ _ _ _ _ 

927 

13.  93 

$11,695,900 
29,  636,  800 
78, 205, 100 

240. 386. 800 
309,  519,  500 

468. 568. 800 
620,  556,  400 
459,  549,  900 
341,  248,  400 
249, 657,  500 
295, 669, 300 

91,703,500 
20,  699, 200 

0.36 

$25,000  to  $49,999 _ _ _ _ _ _ 

810 

12. 18 

.92 

$50,000  to  $99,999 _ _ _ 

1,057 

1,473 

881 

15.  89 

2.  43 

$100,000  to  $249,999 _ 

22. 14 

7.  47 

$250,000  to  $4991999 _ _ __ 

13.  24 

9.  62 

$500,000  to  $999,999 . . . 

667 

10.  03 

14.  57 

$1,000,000  to  $1,999,999 _ _ 

441 

6.63 

19.  29 

$2,000,000  to  $2,999,999 _ 

188 

2.  82 

14.  29 

$3,000,000  to  $3,999,999 _ 

98 

1.47 

10.  61 

$4,000,000  to  $41999,999 _ _ 

56 

.84 

$5,000,000  to  $9,999,999. . . 

46 

.69 

9. 19 

$10,000,000  to  $14,999,999 _ 

8 

.  12 

2.  85 

Over  $15,000,000 _  _  ___ 

i 

.02 

.64 

Total _ _ _ _ 

6,653 

100. 00 

3,217,097, 100 

100. 00 

All  of  the  42,825  contracts  awarded  during  the  5}£-year  period  were  awarded 
on  the  basis  of  competitive  bidding  as  required  by  section  112  of  title  23.  This 
section  requires  that  all  Federal-aid  highway  construction  be  performed  by 
contract  awarded  by  competitive  bidding  unless  the  Secretary  affirmatively  finds 
that  because  of  special  circumstances  relating  to  the  individual  project,  some 
other  method  is  in  the  public  interest.  This  Federal  requirement  does  not  apply 
to  projects  constructed  under  the  secondary  road  plan  authorized  by  section  117 
of  title  23,  United  States  Code.  Nevertheless,  the  States  voluntarily  follow  the 
same  competitive  bidding  and  award  procedures  on  practically  all  projects  under 
the  secondary  road  plan.  Historically,  only  about  1  percent  of  all  Federal-aid 
highway  construction  is  performed  by  other  methods  and  this  1  percent  is  con¬ 
centrated  in  only  a  few  States.  It  is  limited  almost  exclusively  to  projects  financed 
with  secondary  funds  and  is  nearly  all  performed  under  county  supervision  with 
county  forces. 

A  total  of  38,466  bids  were  received  from  contracting  organizations  for  the 
6,653  contracts  awarded  during  calendar  year  1961.  This  is  an  average  of  5.8 
bids  per  contract.  The  6,653  contracts  were  awarded  to  approximately  3,750 
different  contractors.  There  are  at  present  approximately  10,000  contracting 
organizations  actively  engaging  in  bidding  on  Federal-aid  highway  construction 
contracts.  Such  lively  competition  in  bidding  assures  that  contract  prices  will 
not  be  excessive.  In  fact,  the  total  of  all  low  bids,  except  for  Federal-aid  secondary 
projects,  received  from  1957  to  1961  is  10  percent  less  than  the  total  of  the  en¬ 
gineers’  estimated  costs  for  the  same  projects. 

Section  304  of  said  title  23  imposes  a  definite  responsibility  upon  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  to  make  certain  that  the  smaller  contractors  are  afforded  ample 
opportunities  to  bid  upon  and  be  awarded  contracts  for  Federal-aid  highway 
construction.  This  does  not  mean,  of  course,  that  all  contracts  must  necessarily 
be  limited  to  the  sizes  that  the  small  contractors  can  handle.  In  the  interest  of 
economy  and  effectiveness  in  construction  operations,  and  also  to  utilize  the  po¬ 
tential  capacity  of  large-scale  contractors,  it  is  desirable  to  program  a  reasonable 
number  of  large  projects.  The  construction  of  the  Interstate  System  is  particu¬ 
larly  adaptable  to  large  contracts  because  of  the  greater  quantities  involved  per 
mile  and  because  of  the  desirability  of  rapidly  and  simultaneously  completing 
the  grading,  paving,  and  structures  on  long,  continuous  sections  of  routes.  There¬ 
fore,  a  substantial  proportion  of  the  work  on  the  Interstate  System  is  let  in 
relatively  large  contracts.  Although  the  smaller  contractors  may  not  be  able 
to  individually  bid  on  these  larger  contracts,  there  is  nothing  to  prevent  two  or 
more  of  them  from  temporarily  combining  their  organizations  and  resources  and 
bidding  on  a  joint  venture  basis.  It  will  also  be  possible  for  them  to  participate 
through  the  medium  of  subcontracting. 

Furthermore,  the  construction  work  financed  under  the  Federal-aid  primary, 
secondary,  and  urban  programs  normally  consists  of  small-  and  medium-size 
projects  well  distributed  throughout  each  State. 

A  survey  made  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  in  1961  shows  that  approximately 
88  percent  of  the  contractors  engaged  in  highway  construction  are  in  the  small 
business  classification,  according  to  a  definition  supplied  by  the  Small  Business 
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Administration.  The  survey  also  clearly  Indicates  that  the  preponderance  of  all 
Federal-aid  highway  construction  contracts  are  awarded  to  small  business  con¬ 
tractors.  The  survey  results  for  the  1961  calendar  year  are  given  in  the  following 
table: 

Actual  work  covered  by  contractors  making  returns 


Fiscal  year  1961  (all  Federal-aid  systems): 1 

Total  number  of  contracts _  4,  423 

Total  number  of  contracts  by  small  business _  3,  620 

Total  number  of  contracts  by  big  business _  803 

Percent  of  contracts  by  small  business _  82 

Percent  of  contracts  by  big  business _  18 

Total  value  of  contracts _ $2,  341,  284,  700 

Total  value  of  contracts  by  small  business _ $1,  253,  701,  400 

Total  value  of  contracts  by  big  business _ SI,  087,  583,  300 

Percent  of  value  by  small  business _  54 

Percent  of  value  by  big  business _  46 

Interstate  program,  fiscal  year  1961: 2 

Total  number  of  contracts _  1,  034 

Total  number  of  contracts  by  small  business _  682 

Total  number  of  contracts  by  big  business _  352 

Percent  of  contracts  by  small  business _  66 

Percent  of  contracts  by  big  business _  34 

Total  value  of  contracts _ $1,  298,  301,  700 

Total  value  of  contracts  by  small  business _  S552,  825,  100 

Total  value  of  contracts  by  big  business _  8745,  476,  600 

Percent  of  value  by  small  business _  43 

Percent  of  value  by  big  business _  57 

Primary  (except  interstate)  program,  fiscal  year  1961:  3 

Total  number  of  contracts _ _ 1,  315 

Total  number  of  contracts  by  small  business _  1,  014 

Total  number  of  contracts  by  big  business _  301 

Percent  of  contracts  by  small  business _  77 

Percent  of  contracts  by  big  business _ . _  23 

Total  value  of  contracts _  8775,  263,  100 

Total  value  of  contracts  by  small  business _  8471,  826,  700 

Total  value  of  contracts  by  big  business _  8303,  436,  400 

Percent  of  value  by  small  business _  61 

Percent  of  value  by  big  business _  39 

Secondary  program,  fiscal  year  1961:  4 

Total  number  of  secondary  contracts _  2,  074 

Total  number  of  contracts  by  small  business _  1,  924 

Total  number  of  contracts  by  big  business _  150 

Percent  of  contracts  by  small  business _  93 

Percent  of  contracts  by  big  business _  7 

Total  value  of  secondary  contracts _  8267,  719,  900 

Total  value  of  contracts  by  small  business _  8229,  049,  600 

Total  value  of  contracts  by  big  business _  $38,  670,  300 

Percent  of  value  by  small  business _ 86 

Percent  of  value  by  big  business _ 14 


1  Represents  75  percent  of  total  value  of  Federal-aid  contracts  awarded  in  1961  fiscal  year  , 

1  Represents  76  percent  of  total  value  of  Federal-aid  interstate  contracts  awarded  by  1961  fiscal  year. 

3  Represents  75  percent  of  total  value  of  Federal-aid  primary  (except,  interstate)  contracts  awarded  in 
1961  fiscal  year. 

<  Represents  71  percent  of  total  value  o(  Federal-aid  secondary  contracts  awarded  in  1961  fiscal  year. 

It  is  evident  from  the  above  tabulations  that  Federal-aid  contracts  are  awarded 
in  size  ranges  suitable  for  both  small  and  big  business  participation  in  all  of  the 
systems’  programs  and  that  provision  is  thus  made  for  a  balanced  program  that 
should  keep  all  segments  of  the  highway  contracting  industry  equally  busy. 

Small  business  predominates  both  in  number  of  contracts  and  total  contract 
value  in  all  three  of  the  programs  with  the  exception  of  the  interstate  program 
where  the  number  of  contracts  handled  by  small  business  greatly  exceeds  the  num¬ 
ber  handled  by  big  business,  but  the  value  of  the  contracts  handled  by  big  business 
is  slightly  higher  than  the  value  of  small  business  contracts.  This  is  understandable, 
as  large  amounts  of  funds  are  concentrated  in  many  complex  and  complicated 
interchanges  which  lend  themselves  to  big  business  for  economical  construction 
and  operation. 
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Each  proposed  project  for  work  does,  of  course,  involve  its  own  individual 
problems  to  meet  the  conditions  involved,  but  generally  the  size  of  any  given 
contract  is  determined  on  the  basis  of  efficient  construction  operations,  and  con¬ 
sideration  toward  building  sections  that  are  usable  either  on  their  own  or  in  co¬ 
ordination  with  other  contracts  in  the  area.  The  benefit  by  small  business  as  an 
adjunct  in  the  development  of  community  operations  in  their  sphere  of  operations 
is  evident. 

Section  1.15  of  the  “Regulations  for  Administration  of  Federal  Aid  for  High¬ 
ways”  requires  that,  except  in  unusual  circumstances,  the  contracts  for  Federal-aid 
highway  construction  projects  be  awarded  to  the  lowest  responsible  bidder. 
Similar  requirements  are  contained  in  the  State  laws  and  regulations.  This 
requirement  necessitates  a  determination  as  to  the  responsibility  of  the  bidder 
with  respect  to  his  ability  and  reliability  to  perform  the  contract  work  satisfac¬ 
torily.  All  but  12  of  the  State  highway  departments  make  such  determination 
before  the  contractor  is  permitted  to  bid.  Each  prospective  bidder  is  required  to 
submit  sworn  statements  as  to  financial  resources,  available  equipment,  key  per¬ 
sonnel,  and  experience.  These  statements  are  then  evaluated  and  determination 
made  as  to  the  kind  and  maximum  amount  of  work  the  prospective  bidder  is 
qualified  to  handle.  The  past  performance  record  of  the  contractor  with  respect 
to  both  accomplishments  and  attitude  is  also  taken  into  consideration.  The  12 
States  that  do  not  require  prequalification  make  similar  determinations  after  bids 
have  been  opened  as  to  the  qualifications  of  the  low  bidder. 

The  regulations  say  in  section  1.16  that  with  respect  to  Federal-aid  projects, 
no  procedure  or  requirement  for  prequalification,  qualification,  or  licensing  of 
contractors  shall  be  approved  which,  in  the  judgment  of  the  Administrator,  may 
operate  to  restrict  competition,  to  prevent  submission  of  a  bid  by,  or  to  prohibit 
the  consideration  of  a  bid  submitted  by,  any  responsible  contractor,  whether 
resident  or  nonresident  of  the  State  wherein  the  work  is  to  be  performed,  and 
that  requirements  for  the  prequalification,  qualification,  or  licensing  of  contrac¬ 
tors,  that  operate  to  govern  the  amount  of  work  that  may  be  bid  upon  by  or  may 
be  awarded  to  a  contractor,  shall  be  approved  only  if  based  upon  a  full  and  ap¬ 
propriate  evaluation  of  the  contractor’s  experience,  personnel,  equipment,  finan¬ 
cial  resources,  and  performance  record. 

The  States  procedures  for  determining  the  qualifications  of  contractors  for  bid¬ 
ding  and  being  awarded  contracts  are  reviewed  periodically  by  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  to  ascertain  whether  they  are  appropriate  and  adequate  to  assure 
correct  evaluations.  Spot  checks  are  also  made  of  representative  evaluations  to 
ascertain  whether  the  prescribed  procedures  are  being  consistently  and  properly 
applied. 

The  precautionary  measures  described  above  assure  that  any  contractor  who 
is  awarded  a  Federal-aid  highway  contract  is  actually  qualified  to  undertake  the 
project  and  complete  it  satisfactorily  in  accordance  with  the  approved  plans  and 
specifications  and  within  the  specified  time.  Inasmuch  as  considerable  judgment 
is  involved  in  evaluating  the  contractors’  qualifications  on  the  basis  of  the  avail¬ 
able  information,  the  system  is  not  entirely  foolproof  and  occasionally  contracts 
have  been  awarded  to  contractors  who  later  were  found  to  be  somewhat  lacking 
in  resources,  ability,  or  integrity.  The  number  of  such  cases  that  have  occurred 
are  so  few  as  to  be  insignificant  when  viewed  in  comparison  to  the  tens  of  thou¬ 
sands  of  organizations  that  have  bid  or  applied  for  bidding  on  the  hundreds  of 
thousands  of  highway  contracts  that  have  been  awarded  during  the  more  than 
four  decades  that  the  Federal-aid  highway  program  has  been  in  operation. 

Whenever  a  contractor  fails  through  default,  incompetency,  or  lack  of  integrity 
to  perform  the  contract  satisfactorily,  immediate  steps  are  taken  to  assure  satis¬ 
factory  completion  of  the  construction  by  other  means.  If  circumstances  justify, 
the  contractor  is  then  barred  temporarily  or  permanently  from  bidding  upon  or 
being  awarded  other  contracts,  not  only  with  respect  to  Federal-aid  highway 
projects  but  also  other  types  of  projects  in  which  Federal  funds  participate  in 
the  cost. 

The  total  actual  expenditures  for  Federal-aid  highway  construction,  exclusive 
of  expenditures  for  engineering  and  rights-of-way,  for  the  5-year  period  from 
1957  to  1961,  inclusive,  were  $13.2  billion.  Of  this  total  amount,  $6.9  billion  or 
52  percent  represents  the  cost  of  materials  consumed,  $3.3  billion  or  25  percent 
represents  wages  paid  for  the  1.2  billion  man-hours  of  labor  employed  on  the 
work,  and  the  remaining  $3  billion  or  23  percent  represents  equipment  costs, 
overhead,  and  profit. 
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A  study  made  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  in  1958  indicates  that  each  billion 
dollars  of  Federal-aid  highway  work  in  active  construction  status  generates  on¬ 
site  employment  for  approximately  48,000  men  with  weekly  payroll  of  about 
$4,650,000.  Approximately  18,130  men  of  this  working  force  are  equipment 
operators  and  2,605  service  and  repair  equipment.  Weekly  earnings  of  this 
group  total  about  $2,190,000  or  $105  per  man.  Another  15,605  men  are  unskilled 
laborers  with  total  weekly  earnings  of  approximately  $1,150,000  or  $74  per  man. 
All  of  these  earnings  figures  are  based  on  1958  wage  rates.  The  remaining  11,660 
men  are  engaged  in  miscellaneous  skilled  and  semiskilled  crafts  and  in  professional, 
managerial,  clerical,  and  service  occupations.  The  detailed  percentage  distribu¬ 
tion  of  hours  worked  and  wages  paid  for  each  craft  is  shown  in  table  10.  Average 
hourly  earnings  for  each  craft  are  shown.  These  earnings  are  based  on  1958  wage 
rates.  They  were  computed  by  dividing  total  wages  paid  by  total  hours  worked 
and  therefore  include  any  premium  payments  for  overtime  or  other  reason. 

In  addition  to  the  employment  generated  at  the  actual  construction  site,  there 
is  at  least  as  much  and  probably  somewhat  more  off-site  employment  generated. 
This  off-site  employment  would  consist  primarily  of  workmen  engaged  in  the  pro¬ 
duction,  processing,  and  distribution  of  construction  materials  and  equipment. 
It  would  also  include  employees  in  the  construction  contractors’  central  offices, 
supply  depots,  and  repair  shops.  The  total  quantities  and  dollar  values  of  the 
principal  kinds  of  materials  used  in  connection  with  the  $13.2  billion  expenditures 
during  the  1957-61  period  are  shown  in  table  11. 

Table  10. — Labor  usage  in  highway  construction,  on  a  national  basis,  construction 

contractor  employees  only  1 


Percentage  distribution 

Average 

Occupational  group 

Hours 

worked 

Wages 

hourly 
earnings  3 

Professional  and  managerial  occupations: 

5,98 

7. 10 

$2.  89 

2.51 

3.29 

3. 18 

.53 

.68 

3. 12 

Managerial  and  official  occupations  other  than  superintendents . 

.20 

.27 

2.  48 

3.  42 

.  17 

.  19 

Instrumentmen _  _ 

2.31 

Accountants.. _ _  ...  .  _  _ _ 

.01 

.01 

2.33 

Subtotal _  _ 

9. 40 

11.54 

Clerical  occupations: 

Paymasters,  payroll  clerks,  and  timekeepers...  _  .  .  .  _ 

.50 

.50 

2.04 

Clerks,  general  office  . . . .  . . 

.23 

.22 

1.97 

Bookkeepers  and  cashiers . .  ..  _ _ _ 

.05 

.05 

2. 18 

Miscellaneous _ _  .  ...  .  _ 

.04 

.03 

Subtotal _  .  _  _ _  _  ...  . 

.92 

.80 

Service  occupations: 

Watchmen,  flagmen,  and  traffic  officers.  .  _  .  _  .  ...  . 

.29 

.19 

1.58 

Cooks . .  .  .. 

.01 

.01 

2.92 

Subtotal. .  _  _  . . .  .  .  .. 

.30 

.20 

Equipment  operators: 

Truckdrivers _  _  _ 

11.  82 

10.  50 

2.23 

Tractor  operators  and  loaders.  . .  . 

5.20 

5. 85 

Tractor  operators  ..  _ 

2.53 

Front  end  loader  operators _  _  _  _ 

2.59 

Motor  grader  operators .  . . . . 

4.  14 

5.  04 

2.70 

Scraper  operators _ 

4.  07 

4.  80 

2.62 

Crane,  hoist,  dragline,  and  shovel  operators _ 

3.  98 

5.09 

Crane  operators  (crawler  type).".. . .  .  .  _ 

2. 78 

Truck  crane  operators . .  . . 

3. 02 

Hoist  operators . .  . 

3.  56 

Dragline  operators _ _ _ _  .  _  _ 

2.57 

Shovel  operators...  . . 

3. 09 

Bulldozer  operators  . .  . . . 

Roller  operators _ _  _ 

3.  85 

1.  83 

4.  57 

1.  78 

2.63 
2. 16 

Operators  of  concrete-mixing  and  concrete  paving  machines.  ... 

.67 

.67 

Concrete  mixer  operators _ 

2.34 

Concrete  paver  operators . .  . . ._ 

3. 21 

Sec  footnotes  at  end  of  table,  p.  33. 
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Table  10. — Labor  usage  in  highway  construction,  on  a  national  basis,  construction 
contractor  employees  only  1 — Continued 


Percentage  distribution 

Average 

Occupational  group 

Hours 

worked 

Wages 

hourly 
earnings 1  2 

Equipment  operators — Continued 

Operators  of  asphalt  plants  and  asphalt  paving  machines _ 

0. 49 

0.54 

Asphalt  plant  operators _  _  _ 

$2.  65 
2. 38 

Asphalt  paver  operators _  _ 

Batch  plant  operators.. . . . . . 

1.  74 

Concrete  and  asphalt  finishing  machine  operators  ..  ...... 

.41 

.61 

2. 47 

Rock  crusher  and  gravel  plant  operators _  _ 

.40 

.50 

Crusher  operators _ 

2.  74 

Piledriver  operators  . .  .  .... 

.34 

.49 

3.21 

Off-highway  hauling  equipment  operators _ ...  ...  ... 

.27 

.27 

2. 38 

Subgrading' machine,  form  grader,  and  stone  spreader  operators. 
Subgrading  machine  operators _ _ _ 

.17 

.17 

2.  49 

Stone  spreader  operators.. . . 

2.30 

Other  construction  machinery  operators  not  elsewhere  classified 3 

.10 

.12 

Trenching  machine  operators _  _ 

2.  56 

Apprentices . . . . . . .  __ 

.03 

.02 

Subtotal .  . 

37.  77 

41.02 

Crafts  associated  with  equipment  operation: 

Oilers  of  machinery _  _ 

2. 38 

2. 39 

2. 43 

Mechanics _  _ _ 

2.50 

3. 07 

Mechanics . .  . . . 

3.05 

Master  mechanics _  _ 

4.07 

Mechanics  helpers _ _ _  _ 

2. 18 

Firemen . . 

.23 

.25 

2. 43 

Engineers,  stationary _ ... _ _ _  _ 

.22 

.30 

Pump  operators _ _ _ _ 

3.03 

Air  compressor  operators .  .  _ _ 

3.03 

Piledrivermen . I . 

.10 

.12 

3.39 

Subtotal _  ...  _ _ 

5.43 

6. 13 

Miscellaneous  crafts: 

Carpenters.. _  .  _ _ _  _ 

6.  55 

7.  78 

2.  86 

Concrete  finishers _  _ _ _ _  _ 

2. 06 

2. 28 

Concrete  finishers _ _ _ 

2.  70 

Concrete  rubbers _  _ _ _ _ _ 

2.18 

1.05 

1.06 

Drill  operators _ _ _ 

2.61 

Air  tool  men _  _ 

1.85 

1.01 

1.42 

Structural  steelworkers _ 

3.65 

Welders _ _  _  _ 

2.  76 

.64 

.  75 

2.86 

.56 

.47 

Form  setters,  metal  road  forms _ 

2. 18 

Bituminous  paving  occupations _ 

.44 

.42 

Asphalt  rakers _  _  _ _ 

2.34 

Asphalt  distributor  operators _ _ _  _ _ 

2.23 

Pipelayers.. _ _ _ 

.32 

.27 

2.22 

.31 

.33 

Blasters _  _ 

2.  53 

Painters  ..  ..  _  _  _ _  _  . 

.12 

.15 

3.32 

.09 

.07 

2.11 

Electricians _  _ _ _  _  ..  .  _ 

.08 

.12 

3.84 

Brick  and  stonemasons,  and  tile  setters _  _ 

.07 

.09 

Bricklayers.  _  _  _  _ _ _  .  .. 

2.98 

3.32 

.05 

.05 

2. 30 

2. 67 

Plumbers _  _ _  .  .  _  .  ... 

.04 

.05 

3.26 

Other _ _ _  _  _ 

.28 

.23 

Subtotal _  _  _ _ _ 

13. 67 

15.54 

32.  51 

24.  77 

1.84 

100.00 

100.00 

2.42 

1  Based  on  reports  received  from  3,425  active  Federal-aid  projects,  covering  the  4-week  period  from  July  13 
to  Aug.  9,  1958. 

2  Includes  overtime. 

3  Includes  rig  operators,  dredge  levermen,  and  trenching  machine  and  stabilizer  operators. 
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Table  11.- — Cost  distribution  of  $13,232  billion  5-year  Federal-aid  highway 
construction  expenditures  ( 1957-61 ) 


Item 

Unit 

Quantity 

Cost 

(billions) 

Percent  of 
total 

Million  tons _ 

1, 404. 0 
6.1 
171.4 
19.5 
7.3 
.2 

1,203.0 

1,941.0 

304.8 

$2. 238 
2. 029 
.869 
.396 
.171 
.025 
.  158 
.423 
.080 
.465 

16.9 

15.3 

6.6 

3.0 

1.3 

.2 

1.2 

3.2 

.6 

3.5 

_ do _ _ 

Million  barrels _ 

Million  tons _ 

. do . . . 

_ do . 

Million  board  feet. 

Million  gallons - 

Million  pounds... 

6.854 

3.282 

3.096 

51.8 

24.8 

23.4 

Billion  man-hours. 

1.2 

Equipment  ownership,  overhead,  and 

13. 232 

100.0 

All  highway  agencies,  public  officials,  contractors,  and  in  fact  the  entire  high¬ 
way  industry  have  a  definite  responsibility  to  see  that  the  highway  construction 
program  is  accomplished  at  the  minimum  cost  compatible  with  assuring  a  high- 
quality  product.  This  responsibility  also  extends  to  the  producers  and  distributors 
of  materials  and  equipment,  to  the  engineers,  craftsmen,  and  laborers  who  may 
be  employed  upon  the  work,  and  even  to  the  public  in  general.  We  and  our  fam¬ 
ilies  and  neighbors  are  the  ones  who  as  taxpayers  will  ultimately  pay  the  costs 
and  also  the  ones  who  must  struggle  along  under  intolerably  congested  and  haz¬ 
ardous  traffic  conditions  until  the  highways  we  use  are  completed  to  adequate 
standards.  Therefore,  we  all  have  a  very  real  and  personal  interest  in  seeing  that 
everything  possible  is  done  to  get  the  highway  construction  task  completed  as 
expeditiously  and  economically  as  possible. 

It  is  important  to  point  out  that  there  is  no  intention  to  suggest  that  efforts 
to  minimize  costs  should  take  the  form  of  paying  construction  workers  less  than 
fair  wages,  nor  that  materials  and  equipment  producers  should  receive  less  than 
a  fair  price  for  their  products,  nor  that  contractors  should  realize  less  than  a  fair 
profit  on  their  work.  Instead,  every  effort  should  be  exerted  to  find  ways  and 
means  of  eliminating  or  simplifying  cost-generating  and  time-consuming  features 
and  of  achieving  greater  productivity  for  the  efforts  expended.  It  is  the  duty  of 
both  the  contractor  and  the  engineer  to  see  that  the  taxpaying  public  obtains 
value  received  from  the  money  expended. 

Data  collected  and  compiled  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  since  1923  shows 
that  Federal-aid  highway  construction  bid  prices  have  remained  quite  stable  for 
the  past  10  years.  The  average  unit  bid  price  for  common  excavation  is  now  al¬ 
most  exactly  the  same  as  it  was  40  years  ago  in  1922.  This  stabilization  in  cost 
has  occurred  at  the  same  time  that  wage  rates  and  prices  for  materials  and  equip¬ 
ment  have  been  almost  constantly  rising.  This  seeming  paradoxical  situation 
is  clearly  the  result  of  greater  mechanization  of  the  work  and  the  tremendous 
improvements  in  equipment  and  methods.  The  contractors  and  the  equipment 
producers  are  entitled  to  the  credit  for  this  achievement.  The  chart  below  shows 
the  trend  of  unit  bid  prices  for  excavation,  surfacing,  structures,  and  a  composite 
of  these  items  for  the  period  from  1922  to  the  end  of  1961. 

NEW  MATERIALS,  EQUIPMENT,  AND  METHODS 

New  and  improved  materials,  equipment,  and  methods  are  constantly  being  de¬ 
veloped  and  applied  in  the  highway  construction  field.  It  has  always  been  the 
policy  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  of  the  State  highway  departments  to 
endeavor  to  keep  abreast  of  such  developments  and  to  take  full  advantage  of 
them  in  the  highway  program  as  soon  as  their  merits  can  be  determined.  This 
policy  is  based  on  three  considerations:  (1)  To  improve  the  quality  of  the  high¬ 
ways;  (2)  to  effect  economies  in  construction  and  maintenance  costs;  and  (3)  to 
foster  private  enterprise  by  providing  market  opportunities  for  new  products, 
equipment,  and  processes  suitable  for  utilization  in  the  highway  construction 
program. 


PRICE  TRENDS  IN  HIGHWAY  CONSTRUCTION 

AVERAGES  FOR  1925  TO  1929  TAKEN  AS  BASE 


raice  INDCX 


FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  19  62 


35 


In  order  to  permit  use  of  new  materials,  equipment,  and  processes,  it  is  often 
necessary  to  revise  existing  standard  specifications  to  eliminate  restrictive  provi¬ 
sions.  Inasmuch  as  under  the  law  the  initiative  in  preparing  specifications  and 
plans  is  vested  in  the  States,  the  Bureau’s  role  in  such  matters  is  that  of  calling 
attention  to  and  encouraging  the  adoption  of  possible  improvements.  Efforts  are 
also  (constantly  being  made  to  effect  greater  uniformity  in  the  widely  differing 
requirements  of  the  specifications  of  the  several  States  with  respect  to  the  same 
construction  items.  The  achievement  of  the  maximum  uniformity  that  is  realis¬ 
tically  possible  is  essential  from  the  standpoint  of  economy  of  construction. 
Nevertheless,  the  desire  for  uniformity  should  not  result  in  stifling  the  incentive 
for  developing  and  adopting  new  and  better  ideas. 

To  encourage  the  use  on  a  trial  basis  of  innovations  in  highway  construction, 
the  Bureau  and  States  have  been  engaging  in  an  experimental  construction  pro¬ 
gram.  The  following  paragraphs  are  quoted  from  PPM  60-2  on  that  subject: 

“2.  Objectives 

“The  objectives  of  the  experimental  highway  construction  program  are — 

“(a)  To  determine  and  evaluate  the  absolute  or  relative  merits  of  new, 
nonstandard,  or  alternate  highway  design  and  construction  features  by 
utilizing  them  in  highway  construction  work  and  observing  their  behavior 
under  actual  highway  service  conditions. 

“(b)  To  disseminate  the  findings  and  promote  the  adoption  and  use  in 
future  highway  design  and  construction  of  those  features  found  to  produce 
the  best  results  from  the  standpoint  of  service  behavior  and  economy  of  con¬ 
struction  and  maintenance. 

“(c)  To  ascertain  the  desirability  of  further  experimentation  and  research 
with  respect  to  such  features. 

“3.  Definitions  and  character  of  projects 

*  *  *  *  9fe  *  * 

“(c)  An  experimental  feature  may  be  either  a  material,  process,  method, 
equipment  item,  or  other  feature  that— 

“(1)  Has  not  been  sufficiently  tested  under  actual  service  conditions  to 
merit  acceptance  without  reservation  in  normal  Federal-aid  highway  con¬ 
struction;  or 

“(2)  Has  already  been  accepted  but  is  included  along  with  alternate 
accepted  features  for  the  purpose  of  determining  their  relative  merits  under 
comparable  conditions. 

******* 

“7.  Subject  summaries 

“The  data  contained  in  the  experimental  project  reports  will  be  analyzed 
and  evaluated  in  the  Washington  office.  Subject  summaries  will  then  be 
prepared  by  the  Office  of  Engineering  with  the  cooperation  of  the  Office  of 
Research,  consolidating  for  each  experimental  subject  the  findings  on  all 
projects  in  which  comparable  experimental  features  or  alternate  features 
have  been  incorporated.  These  summaries  will  include  final  or  tentative 
conclusions  on  the  merits  of  the  experimental  feature  to  whatever  extent 
such  conclusions  are  justified  on  the  basis  of  evaluation  of  the  data.  Recom¬ 
mendations  with  respect  to  desirable  further  experimentation  regarding  the 
subject  will  also  be  included  in  the  summary  reports.  Copies  will  then  be 
distributed  to  Public  Roads  offices  and  to  the  State  highway  departments  for 
consideration  in  connection  with  the  use  of  the  experimental  feature  in  sub¬ 
sequent  highway  construction  in  connection  with  undertaking  further  ex¬ 
perimentation  or  research  on  the  same  or  related  subjects. 

“9.  Additional  experimental  projects 

“(a)  Division  and  regional  offices  should  constantly  be  on  the  alert  for  new 
ideas  that  show  promise  of  developing  improved  practices,  methods,  designs, 
materials,  and  equipment  and  of  improving  the  quality  or  the  economy  of 
the  highway  construction  produced,  or  both.  It  is  also  their  responsibility  to 
encourage  the  State  highway  departments  to  undertake  experimental  con¬ 
struction  projects  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  merits  of  such  features.” 

Although  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  favors  maximum  utilization  of  new  de¬ 
velopments  in  materials  and  processes,  it  also  takes  the  position  that  the  merits  of 
such  materials  and  processes  should  be  adequately  demonstrated  before  they  are 
accepted  for  incorporation  or  use  in  highway  construction  financed  with  public 
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funds.  This  position  is  essential  in  order  to  protect  the  investment  of  such  funds 
and  in  order  to  assure  that  the  construction  produced  will  serve  its  intended  pur¬ 
pose  of  providing  for  the  safe,  economical,  and  expeditious  movement  of  the  traffic 
loads  it  was  designed  to  carry  and  for  the  intended  period  of  service  life.  In¬ 
ferior  cpiality  of  construction  or  unnecessarily  high  construction  costs  can,  of 
course,  not  be  tolerated  merely  for  the  purpose  of  utilizing  an  unproven  new  ma¬ 
terial  or  process.  In  generai,  it  is  considered  to  be  the  responsibility  of  the 
producer  of  a  new  material  or  sponsor  of  a  new  process  to  perform  at  his  own 
expense  the  necessary  research  and  testing  to  demonstrate  its  value,  at  least  to 
the  point  where  there  is  definite  evidence  that  the  material  or  process  shows 
promise  of  being  able  to  perform  its  purported  purpose  at  a  reasonable  cost. 
Nevertheless,  provision  is  made  under  PPM  60-2,  from  which  paragraphs  were 
quoted  above,  for  a  program  by  means  of  which  proposed  new  materials  and 
processes  can  be  incorporated  in  actual  highway  construction,  their  merits  de¬ 
termined  by  direct  inservice  comparison  with  alternate  materials  and  processes, 
and  the  findings  disseminated  with  recommendations  as  to  the  acceptability  and 
desirability  of  such  materials  and  processes  for  utilization  in  the  highway  pro¬ 
gram.  The  findings  may  also  indicate  the  need  for  further  testing  through  addi¬ 
tional  experimental  construction  or  through  laboratory  methods.  In  some  cases 
the  findings  may  suggest  certain  changes  to  improve  the  material  or  process  or 
may  even  disclose  unsuspected  desirable  means  of  utilization. 

In  addition  to  the  evaluation  accomplished  through  the  experimental  construc¬ 
tion  program,  the  Physical  Research  Division  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  is 
continuously  engaged  in  laboratory  research  on  new  materials  and  processes. 
Such  research  is  conducted  both  independently  in  the  Bureau’s  own  laboratories 
and  in  cooperation  with  State  highway  departments,  educational  institutions, 
other  Federal  agencies,  and  other  public  and  private  organizations  having  suitable 
research  facilities. 

From  time  to  time  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  has  undertaken  certain  special 
projects  and  issued  special  reports  pertaining  to  highway  materials  and  their  use 
in  highway  construction.  Examples  of  these  are  given  below: 

1.  Guide  specifications  for  rubberized  asphalts 

In  1960  the  Bureau  in  cooperation  with  appropriate  representatives  of  the 
asphalt  industry  developed  and  issued  for  use  by  highway  agencies  a  guide  speci¬ 
fication  for  rubberized  asphaltic  materials. 

2.  Special  reports 

Special  reports  and  informational  memorandums  to  the  Bureau  field  offices 
and  State  highway  departments  have  been  issued  in  1960  and  1961  on  many  new 
materials  and  new  uses  of  materials,  including  the  following: 

(а)  Asbestos  fibers  in  bituminous  concrete. 

(б)  Urethane  foam. 

(c)  Lime  as  a  stabilizing  agent  in  bituminous  mixtures  and  in  subgrades 
and  shoulders. 

(d)  Plastic  pavement  markings. 

(e)  Aluminum  corrugated  culverts. 

(/)  Welded  aluminum  structures. 

3.  Quarterly  reports  on  new  methods  and  equipment 

A  report  is  prepared  and  issued  quarterly  to  the  Bureau  field  offices  and  State 
highway  departments  describing  new  construction  methods  and  equipment  that 
have  been  used  on  highway  construction  projects  during  the  quarter.  These 
reports  which  are  based  on  information  reported  by  Bureau  and  State  engineers 
making  inspections  of  active  construction  projects,  often  include  data  on  new 
materials  and  new  uses  of  materials.  Bureau  engineers  actively  participate  as 
officers  or  members  of  numerous  committees  that:  (1)  Promote  or  engage  in 
research  related  to  materials;  (2)  evaluate  the  findings  of  research;  (3)  prepare 
specifications  for  new  materials  and  processes;  (4)  issue  reports  and  make  recom¬ 
mendations  relative  to  the  use  or  nonuse  of  materials  and  processes;  (5)  foster 
liaison  and  cooperative  efforts  between  highway  agencies  and  the  materials 
producing  industry  in  solution  of  mutual  problems  related  to  highway  materials 
and  their  uses.  Examples  of  such  activities  are  as  follows: 

1.  Committees  of  American  Association  of  State  Highway  Officials 

(a)  Committee  on  materials. — A  Bureau  engineer  serves  as  secretary  and  three 
additional  Bureau  engineers  are  members.  The  remaining  membership  consists 
of  a  representative  from  each  State  highway  department.  This  committee  pre- 
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pares  specifications  for  highway  materials  and  for  materials  testing  procedures 
and  is  currently  engaged  in  preparing  a  manual  covering  inspection  and  quality 
control  of  highway  construction  materials. 

( b )  Committee  on  construction. — A  Bureau  engineer  serves  as  secretary  and  an 
additional  Bureau  engineer  is  a  member.  The  remaining  membership  consists 
of  a  representative  from  each  State  highway  department.  This  committee 
prepares  recommended  specifications  and  manuals  for  highway  construction. 

(c)  Committee  on  bridges. — A  Bureau  engineer  serves  as  secretary  and  one 
additional  Bureau  engineer  is  a  member.  The  remaining  membership  consists  of 
a  representative  from  each  State  highway  department.  This  committee  prepares 
specifications  for  bridge  design  and  construction. 

2.  Committees  of  highway  research  board 

The  highway  research  board  has  a  department  of  materials  and  construction 
without  about  20  divisions  operated  under  it,  each  of  which  is  engaged  in  or  fosters 
research  into  some  of  the  problems  relating  to  development,  evaluation,  control, 
and  utilization  of  materials  for  highway  construction.  Representatives  of  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  State  highway  departments  are  active  officers  or 
members  of  the  department  and  nearly  all  of  the  divisions. 

3.  Joint  cooperative  committee  of  American  Association  of  State  Highway  Officials 

and  American  Road  Builders  Association 

This  joint  committee,  which  is  composed  of  about  25  representatives  of  the  two 
associations  and  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  operates  to  develop  and  encourage 
adoption  of  solutions  to  troublesome  problems  of  mutual  concern  confronting  the 
highway  departments  and  the  various  segments  of  industry.  It  has  been  highly 
successful  in  accomplishing  its  objective.  In  addition  to  the  main  committee,  a 
number  of  permanent  and  ad  hoc  subcommittees  have  been  organized  to  consider 
certain  problems  or  phases  of  activity.  Each  of  these  subcommittees  has  a  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads  engineer  as  chairman  and  several  State  and  industry  representa¬ 
tives  as  members.  Special  task  forces  have  been  or  are  being  established  to  work 
on  specific  individual  subjects.  The  presently  organized  subcommittees  are  as 
follows: 

(a)  Structural  supports  for  highway  signs. 

(b)  Standard  short  span  bridges. 

(c)  Mixing  time  for  portland  cement  concrete  and  asphaltic  concrete. 

(d)  Compaction  of  earthwork. 

( e )  Development,  appraisal,  and  recommendation  of  new  construction 

equipment. 

(/)  Development,  appraisal,  and  recommendation  of  new  maintenance 
equipment. 

( g )  Development,  evaluation,  and  recommendation  of  new  highway 
materials. 

As  a  result  of  the  research  and  experimentation  work  and  of  the  activities  of  the 
numerous  committees  described  above,  great  strides  are  constantly  being  made  in 
exploring,  developing,  evaluating,  and  applying  new  and  improved  materials, 
equipment,  processes,  and  methods  to  produce  high  quality  of  construction  at 
lower  costs  and  in  less  time.  In  addition  to  the  accomplishments  in  these  respects 
in  the  actual  construction  phase  of  the  work,  there  have  also  been  outstanding 
achievements  of  a  similar  nature  in  recent  years  in  the  related  engineering  phases 
of  the  highway  program.  Tremendous  savings  in  time  and  engineering  manpower 
are  being  realized  through  the  development  and  application  of  electronic  compu¬ 
tation  methods  and  aerial  survey  and  photogrammetric  techniques  to  highway 
and  bridge  location  and  design  and  to  numerous  other  phases  of  the  highway 
engineering  work. 

In  addition  to  the  savings  in  time  and  manpower,  the  extended  application  of 
these  new  processes  and  techniques  has  made  it  possible  to  make  much  more 
thorough  and  comprehensive  investigations,  analyses,  evaluations,  and  compari¬ 
sons  than  could  reasonably  be  done  by  methods  formerly  in  general  use. 
Exploratory  and  development  work  is  continually  underway  along  all  these  and 
many  other  lines,  including  the  adaptation  of  nuclear  science  to  the  highway  field. 
Undoubtedly  numerous  new,  better,  faster,  and  less  expensive  ways  of  accom¬ 
plishing  the  highway  engineering  and  construction  work  will  be  developed  and 
applied  in  the  near  future  for  the  benefit  of  all  of  us  as  highway  users  and  taxpayers. 
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BENEFITS  OF  THE  FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  PROGRAM 

Specific  highway  user  benefits 

The  immediate  benefits  of  the  program  of  Federal-aid  highway  improvements 
are  realized  in  improved  conditions  of  operation  of  motor  vehicles,  both  pas¬ 
senger  and  freight.  These  benefits  are  brought  about  by  the  construction  of 
smooth  driving  surfaces,  by  the  elimination  of  sharp  curves  and  steep  grades,  by 
the  separation  of  opposing  traffic  streams  with  a  median  strip,  by  the  elimination 
of  private  entrances  and  intersections  at  grade,  and  by  the  provision  of  scien¬ 
tifically  designed  traffic  interchanges. 

These  are  not  fanciful  or  illusory  benefits,  but  are  very  real  and  concrete  ones, 
which  can  be  readily  perceived  by  the  highway  user.  The  motorist  who  wheels 
from  a  narrow,  congested  two-lane  road,  by  way  of  a  carefully  designed  ramp 
and  acceleration  lane,  on  to  a  controlled-access  interstate  highway  does  not  need 
to  be  told  that  he  has  exchanged  stop-and-go  driving  for  a  free-running  ride, 
with  greater  safety  at  higher  speeds.  The  over-the-road  trucker  knows  full 
well  that  his  operations  benefit,  in  lowered  fuel,  tire,  and  maintenance  costs 
and  reduced  travel  time,  from  highway  improvements  that  flatten  out  grades, 
reduce  rise  and  fall,  and  enable  his  vehicle  to  move  freely,  at  uniform  speed, 
over  long  distances. 

User  benefits  are  classified  into  four  categories:  (1)  Reduced  operating  costs; 
(2)  savings  in  travel  time;  (3)  reduction  in  accident  costs;  and  (4)  reduction  in  the 
strains  and  discomforts  of  congested  and  nonuniform  driving.  The  fourth 
category  is  less  tangible  than  the  others,  but  the  clicking  of  tollbooth  cash  registers 
gives  ample  evidence  that  the  motorist  places  considerable  value,  not  only  on  time 
savings,  but  also  on  a  freerunning,  uniform  ride. 

Estimates  of  the  dollar  value  of  user  benefits  cannot  be  highly  accurate;  but 
there  is  general  agreement  that  those  to  be  derived  from  the  improvement  of  the 
Interstate  System  will  be  of  great  magnitude.  Estimates  made  by  the  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads  indicate  that,  starting  at  scratch  on  July  1,  1956,  the  user  benefits 
of  the  Interstate  System  were  $1.3  billion  in  1961;  will  be  $1.7  billion  in  the  cur¬ 
rent  year  of  1962;  will  rise  to  $5  billion  as  the  program  gets  into  its  later  stages  in 
1968;  and  will  reach  $9  billion  in  1973,  the  year  of  completion  of  the  program. 
The  consulting  firm  of  Wilbur  Smith  &  Associates,  in  its  1961  report,  “Future 
Highways  and  Urban  Growth,”  (p.  296)  estimates  the  benefits  in  1980  of  the 
completed  Interstate  System  to  be  $11.7  billion.  The  Public  Roads  estimate  for 
that  year  is  $11.4  billion. 

For  the  other  Federal-aid  systems,  the  program  benefits  estimated  by  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  for  the  same  years  are  as  follows: 


[Billion  dollars] 


Year 

Other 

Federal-aid 

primary 

Federal-aid 

secondary 

Total 

1961 _ _ _ _ 

0.9 

0.3 

1.2 

1962 _ _ _ _ 

1.2 

.  4 

1.6 

1968 _ _ _ _ _ 

2.9 

1.0 

3.9 

1973 _ 

4  9 

1.6 

1980 _ _ _ _ 

2.8 

10.5 

Other  benefits 

In  addition  to  benefits  ordinarily  associated  with  users  of  the  highways,  there 
are  a  number  of  benefits  that  extend  to  other  and  nonuser  groups.  These  benefits 
can  be  indicated  in  various  ways.  Some  of  the  effects  accruing  to  nonusers  can 
be  measured  in  dollar  terms — for  example,  land  value  increases  along  specific  high¬ 
way  improvements.  There  are  other  benefits — intangible  benefits  which  cannot 
be  accounted  for  in  dollar  values,  for  example,  enhanced  opportunities  for  educa¬ 
tion,  recreation,  and  cultural  activities.  These  highway  benefits  can  be  sum¬ 
marized  in  terms  of  affected  groups,  including  agriculture,  industry,  trade  and 
commerce,  public  services,  and  residential  areas. 

Data  from  some  30  land  value  studies  show  that  in  almost  all  cases  the  value 
of  land  near  highway  facilities  increased  significantly.  Where  land  value  changes 
in  highway-influenced  areas  were  compared  with  changes  in  areas  not  influenced, 
property  values  near  the  highway  increased  five  times  faster  than  in  the  control 
areas.  In  rural  areas,  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture  has  estimated  that 
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the  sales  price  of  farm  properties  located  on  dirt  roads  would  have  been  from  3 
to  11  percent  higher  if  the  same  properties  had  been  served  by  gravel  roads  and 
from  7  to  32  percent  higher  if  a  paved  road  instead  of  a  dirt  road  had  been  involved. 

Land  value  increases  along  improved  highways  no  doubt  reflect  the  major  role 
highways  have  played  in  the  American  agricultural  revolution.  Both  passenger 
automobiles  and  trucks  are  particuarly  well  suited  to  the  needs  of  farmers  and 
farm  operations.  Highway  transportation  tends  to  reduce  the  competitive 
advantage  of  farmlands  near  market  areas  by  bringing  more  distant  land  into  the 
competitive  market  for  farm  products  and  opening  up  social,  educational,  or 
cultural  opportunities  that  may  have  been  too  remote  prior  to  a  highway  improve¬ 
ment.  The  importance  of  increased  highway  mobility  on  farm  operations  is 
suggested  by  the  fact  that  the  number  of  farm  operators  working  off  the  farm  has 
increased  from  a  million  and  a  half  to  almost  two  and  a  half  million  during  the 
past  15  years— the  same  period  when  the  number  of  hired  farm  workers  has 
increased  for  less  than  a  million  to  almost  three  million.  The  association  between 
modern  highways  and  increased  off-farm  employment  has  been  noted  in  several 
specific  locations,  including  North  Carolina  and  Iowa. 

There  is  considerable  evidence  suggesting  the  important  role  which  highways 
play  in  the  industrial  development  of  land  nearby.  These  Indications  of  the 
influence  of  highway  facilities  consist  primarily  of  events  or  activities — for  exam¬ 
ple,  the  establishment  of  new  industrial  and  commercial  establishments — which 
take  place  in  association  with  highway  improvements.  The  apparent  relationship 
between  modern  highways  and  industrial  and  commercial  development  has  been 
demonstrated  in  studies  of  such  highway  facilities  as  Massachusetts  Route  128, 
the  Dallas  Expressway,  the  Gulf  Freeway,  the  Atlanta  Expressway,  and  the 
Santa  Ana  (Calif.)  Freeway.  In  recent  years,  industry  has  become  increasingly 
conscious  of  the  advantages  to  be  gained  from  access  to  highways.  Location 
along  a  modern-type  highway  makes  it  possible  for  industry  to  put  itself  in  com¬ 
munication  with  those  aspects  of  society — labor  markets,  suppliers,  etc. — upon 
which  its  success  depends.  For  example,  industrial  investment  along  Massachu¬ 
setts  Route  128  during  a  recent  year  amounted  to  almost  two-fifths  of  all  new 
investment  in  the  Boston  metropolitan  area.  In  Indiana  almost  half  of  the  354 
new  industrial  plants  established  during  the  past  3  years  are  located  within  a 
45-mile  band  straddling  the  Indiana  Turnpike.  And  during  a  recent  period  in 
Alameda  County,  Calif.,  over  40  percent  of  the  industrial  development  occurred 
within  an  area  most  subject  to  highway  influence  comprising  less  than  10  percent 
of  the  county’s  industrial  acreage. 

Any  business  seeks  to  locate  itself  in  such  a  way  that  it  can  most  effectively 
serve  its  function,  and  improved  highway  transportation  ordinarily  has  an  impor¬ 
tant  bearing  on  this.  Increased  use  of  highway  transportation  has  been  asso¬ 
ciated  with  larger  and  larger  trade  areas — from  about  5  or  6  miles  in  the  early 
part  of  the  century  to  30  to  150  miles  at  the  present  time.  During  this  period 
the  number  of  retail  trade  establishments  increased  in  number  from  about  1.6 
to  1.9  million;  sales  volume  increased  from  approximately  $46  to  $200  billion  in 
1958  in  current  dollars;  and  population  increased  from  132  to  173  million. 

Effects  on  commercial  areas  bypassed  by  modern  highways  have  received  con¬ 
siderable  attention.  The  experience  of  these  areas  following  the  opening  of 
bypass  or  traffic  relief  routes  has  generally  been  good.  In  fact,  about  two-thirds 
of  the  approximately  80  bypassed  areas  for  which  retail  trade  activity  has  been 
analyzed  have  experienced  either  a  greater  increase  or  a  smaller  decrease  than 
that  which  occurred  in  a  comparable  area  without  a  bypass  route. 

Highway  effects  on  certain  public  services  have  been  fairly  spectacular.  In 
education,  for  example,  improved  highway  transportation  has  been  associated 
with  a  decline  in  the  number  of  rural  schools  of  from  200,000  to  25,000  during 
the  past  40  years.  But  during  this  same  period  the  number  of  pupils  transported 
in  schoolbuses  has  of  course  increased,  and  the  cost  of  transporting  each  pupil 
has  declined.  This  lower  cost  appears  to  be  due  partly  to  improved  highway 
transportation.  During  the  past  30  years,  the  daily  mileage  traveled  by  each 
bus  has  nearly  doubled — changing  from  22  to  40  miles. 

Postal  services  have  also  undergone  changes  which  are  partly  attributable  to 
highway  improvements — for  example,  longer  rural  routes  and  fewer  post  offices. 
Changes  in  rural  mail  delivery  routes  show  a  remarkable  improvement  in  pro¬ 
ductivity.  During  the  last  40  years,  the  average  rural  delivery  route  has 
more  than  doubled  in  length — increasing  from  27  to  56  miles. 

The  phenomenal  increase  in  population  of  U.S.  metropolitan  areas  is  well 
known.  Since  1950,  about  97  percent  of  the  growth  in  population  has  occurred  in 
metropolitan  areas.  Within  metropolitan  areas,  the  suburban  fringes  are  ex- 
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periencing  the  fastest  growth  rates — approximately  seven  times  as  fast  as  the 
rate  of  growth  for  central  cities.  This  suburban  explosion  has  depended  sig¬ 
nificantly  on  the  large-scale  conversion  of  land  to  residential  purposes.  Improved 
highway  transportation  tends  to  bring  more  land  close  enough  in  traveling  time 
to  be  suitable  for  development.  The  effect  of  highways  in  increasing  the  supply  of 
land  readily  available  for  residential  use  has  been  observed  and  recorded  in  a 
number  of  locations — for  example,  in  Atlanta,  Pittsburgh,  Chicago,  Los  Angeles, 
Oakland,  Boston,  and  San  Antonio.  In  San  Antonio,  for  example,  the  number  of 
residences  increased  by  500  percent  along  a  section  of  that  city’s  Loop  13  Express¬ 
way  in  the  1955-58  period  when  this  section  was  opened  to  the  public.  Land 
removed  from  the  highway’s  influence  experienced  a  16-percent,  increase  in  number 
of  residences  and  apartments  during  this  same  period. 

The  effectiveness  of  modern  highways  in  improving  conditions  in  economically 
depressed  areas  has  often  been  demonstrated  in  foreign  lands  where  we  have 
cooperated  in  their  roadbuilding  programs.  What  is  not  so  well  recognized  is 
that  within  relatively  short  distances  of  many  of  our  larger  metropolitan  centers 
are  areas  of  severe  economic  depression,  such  as  the  Appalachian  region  of  Eastern 
and  Southeastern  United  States,  and  the  Upper  Peninsula  of  Michigan.  Old 
sources  of  income  in  these  areas,  such  as  lumbering  and  mining,  are  now  either 
declining  or  mechanized  and  can  no  longer  support  the  population.  However, 
most  of  these  areas  have  great  potential  resources  in  mountains,  forests,  streams, 
and  lakes  which  have  tremendous  recreational  potential  that  can  be  realized 
only  through  the  development  of  adequate  highways  to  and  within  such  regions. 

A  case  in  point  is  the  new  business  related  to  recreation  and  tourism  that  has 
come  to  the  Virginia-North  Carolina-Tennessee  area  following  construction  of  the 
Skyline  Drive  and  the  Blue  Ridge  Parkway.  A  new  development  made  possible 
by  adequate  highways  that  is  just  now  spreading  through  some  portions  of  this 
area  is  the  building  of  vacation  homes  for  urban  residents,  singly  or  in  colonies. 
Good  roads  now  make  such  development  practicable  within  a  radius  of  75  to  175 
miles  of  our  larger  cities  (from  2  to  4  hours’  driving  time).  Construction  of  new 
interstate,  primary,  and  secondary  highways  will  make  it  possible  to  extend  this 
radius  considerably,  and  thus  make  this  kind  of  development  possible  in  areas, 
such  as  the  Monongahela  National  Forest  region  of  West  Virginia,  now  considered 
too  remote. 

Better  transportation  in  these  areas  may  well  help  to  revive  their  declining 
industries  or  to  foster  the  establishment  of  new  ones.  With  the  prospect  of  cheaper 
transportation  costs  both  of  raw  materials  and  finished  products,  and  of  drawing 
a  labor  force  from  an  enlarged  radius,  commercial  and  industrial  operations  which 
cannot  now  make  their  way  financially  will  perhaps  find  it  entirely  possible  to 
stay  in  business  and  make  a  reasonable  profit. 

HIGHWAY  SAFETY 

As  an  average  during  1961,  about  11,000  miles  of  the  National  System  of  In¬ 
terstate  and  Defense  Highways  were  open  to  traffic.  While  not  all  of  this  mileage 
was  improved  to  ultimate  standards  adequate  for  traffic  anticipated  in  1975,  it 
had  all  been  brought  at  least  to  the  stage  of  being  fully  capable  of  handling  current 
traffic. 

Along  with  capacity  to  handle  large  volumes  of  traffic,  these  modern  freeways, 
with  divided  roadways  separating  opposing  traffic,  planned  interchanges,  and 
controlled  access  provide  a  high  degree  of  safety  to  motorists.  It  is  rather  accu¬ 
rately  estimated  that  having  these  11,000  miles  of  the  Interstate  System  in  use 
during  1961  saved  some  2,000  lives  that  would  otherwise  have  been  lost  in  traffic 
accidents,  based  upon  reliable  accident  experience  statistics  covering  different 
types  of  highways. 

In  addition  to  the  savings  in  lives,  it  is  estimated  that  these  11,000  miles  of 
interstate  highways  have  also  resulted  in  at  least  60,000  fewer  accidents  and 
25,000  fewer  injuries.  The  resulting  dollar  savings  in  accident  costs  during  1961 
is  estimated  to  be  well  over  $100  million.  This  is  a  substantial  dividend  from  this 
one  feature  alone. 

As  the  interstate  program  progresses  and  more  miles  are  completed,  and  as 
drivers  become  more  accustomed  to  freeway  travel,  the  total  annual  savings  in 
lives  and  reduction  in  accidents  and  injuries  will  rise.  It  has  been  conservatively 
estimated  that  in  1972,  when  the  system  is  completed,  more  than  5,000  people 
will  be  spared  from  death  on  the  highway  every  year  as  the  direct  result  of  this 
program. 
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Mr.  Whitton.  Again,  as  I  have  stated,  Mr.  Chairman  and  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  committee,  it  is  a  pleasure  to  appear  before  you,  to  present 
the  views  of  the  Department  of  Commerce  on  H.R.  9725,  introduced 
by  Congressman  Fallon;  H.R.  9848,  introduced  by  Congressman 
Scherer;  and  on  H.R.  11199,  introduced  by  Congressman  Buckley. 
The  latter  bill  was  based  on  draft  legislation  submitted  to  the  Congress 
by  the  Department  of  Commerce  on  April  6,  1962,  to  implement 
certain  of  the  recommendations  contained  in  the  President’s  recent 
message  on  transportation,  and  to  provide  authorizations  for  the 
Federal-aid  A-B-C  highway  program  and  for  other  Federal  road 
construction  programs  at  levels  recommended  by  the  administration. 

Also,  I  am  furnishing  the  committee  certain  up-to-date  and  perti¬ 
nent  information  on  the  present  status  of  the  Federal-aid  highway 
program,  as  well  as  other  current  matters  of  importance  in  the  high¬ 
way  field.  We  feel  that  it  is  our  responsibility  to  keep  the  Congress 
fully  informed  of  developments  in  this  vital  program. 

The  President’s  message  on  transportation  was  submitted  to  the 
Congress  on  April  5,  1962  (H.  Doc.  384,  87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.).  On 
April  6  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  sent  to  the  Congress  a  proposed 
draft  of  bill  to  be  cited  as  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962. 
The  purpose  of  H.R.  11199,  identical  to  the  administration’s  draft 
proposal,  is  to  provide  authorizations  for  the  Federal-aid  A-B-C 
highway  program,  as  well  as  for  other  direct  Federal  highway  programs 
and  to  carry  out  specific  recommendations  of  the  President  made  in 
his  transportation  message. 

The  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1960  (74  Stat.  522)  authorized  the 
appropriation  of  funds  for  the  Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary 
highway  systems  and  extensions  thereof  within  urban  areas,  the 
A-B-C  program  to  which  I  have  referred,  for  the  fiscal  years  1962 
and  1963  in  the  amount  of  $925  million  for  each  year.  Funds  author¬ 
ized  for  the  fiscal  year  1962  were  apportioned  to  the  States  in  1960, 
and  the  final  apportionment  of  funds  authorized  for  the  fiscal  year 
1963  was  made  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  effective  October  10, 
1961. 

Since  all  authorized  funds  for  the  A-B-C  highway  program  have 
been  apportioned,  it  is  necessary  that  the  Congress  give  consideration 
during  this  session  to  the  enactment  of  legislation  making  annual 
authorizations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  for  continuation  of 
the  construction  of  these  highways. 

The  pending  legislation,  H.R.  9725,  would  provide  authorizations 
for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  for  the  Federal-aid  primary  and 
secondary  highway  systems  and  their  extensions  within  urban  areas. 
Authorizations  proposed  by  H.R.  9725  for  the  fiscal  year  1964  would 
amount  to  $950  million  for  the  A-B-C  program,  an  increase  of  $25 
million  over  the  amount  of  $925  million  authorized  by  the  Congress 
for  this  program  for  fiscal  year  1963.  For  the  fiscal  year  1965  there 
would  be  an  increase  to  $975  million,  or  $50  million  over  the  fiscal 
1963  level. 

The  net  effect  of  annual  increases  of  $25  million  in  the  A-B-C  authori¬ 
zations,  beginning  with  fiscal  1964,  and  continuing  until  a  $1  billion 
annual  level  is  reached  for  fiscal  1966,  would  be  to  increase  the  total 
authorizations  of  A-B-C  funds  by  $75  million  during  the  trust  fund 
period,  of  which  $25  million  would  be  authorized  by  H.R.  9725  and 
$50  million  would  result  from  continuing  the  annual  increases  for 
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fiscal  years  1966  and  1967.  Such  additional  authorizations  would 
increase  expenditures  from  the  trust  fund  by  a  like  amount. 

In  his  special  message  to  the  Congress  of  February  28,  1961  (H. 
Doc.  96,  87th  Cong.,  1st  sess.)  the  President  recommended  that  the 
authorizations  for  the  regular  A-B-C  programs  be  increased  by  $25  mil¬ 
lion  every  2  years  beginning  in  1964  until  a  $1  billion  level  is  reached 
and  maintained.  The  authorization  proposed  in  H.R.  9725  for  the 
A-B-C  program  for  the  fiscal  year  1965  is  not,  therefore,  in  line  with 
the  President’s  recommendations. 

The  Department  of  Commerce  favors  instead  enactment  of  the 
authorization  levels  proposed  in  H.R.  11199.  Section  2  of  that  bill 
would  authorize  funds  for  the  Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary 
systems  and  extensions  thereof  within  urban  areas  in  the  amount  of 
$950  million  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965.  This  repre¬ 
sents  an  increase  of  $25  million  over  the  authorization  level  for  the  2 
previous  fiscal  years  and  is  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  President. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Scherer. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Mr.  Whitton,  you  will  note  the  bill  I  introduced 
calls  for  the  lesser  amount,  as  recommended  by  the  President.  Is 
that  not  right? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Scherer.  All  right. 

Mr.  Whitton.  This  increase  in  the  authorization  for  the  A-B-C  pro¬ 
gram  is  considered  necessary  for  its  orderly  continuation  consistent 
with  the  national  interest  expressed  in  section  101(b)  of  title  23,  United 
States  Code.  It  is  also  in  line  with  the  increased  authorizations  pro¬ 
vided  for  the  Interstate  System  under  section  103  of  the  Federal- Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1961  (75  Stat.  122). 

Under  the  provisions  of  both  H.R.  9725  and  H.R.  11199,  authoriza¬ 
tions  for  the  forest  highway  program  would  be  made  for  fiscal  years 
1964  and  1965  in  the  same  amount,  $33  million,  authorized  for  these 
highways  by  the  1960  act  for  fiscal  years  1962  and  1963. 

With  respect  to  public  lands  highways,  the  bills  would  continue  for 
fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  authorizations  at  the  $3  million  level 
previously  authorized  for  fiscal  year  1963. 

We  consider  that  the  sums  proposed  by  this  legislation  are  essential 
to  maintain  these  programs  at  an  appropriate  level. 

Other  highways  provided  for — forest  development  roads  and  trails, 
national  park  roads  and  trails,  national  parkways  and  Indian  reserva¬ 
tion  roads,  as  well  as  a  proposed  new  category  in  H.R.  11199  to  be 
known  as  public  land  development  roads  and  trails — are  under  the 
primary  jurisdiction  of  other  departments  of  the  Federal  Government. 
Justification  for  these  programs  will  be  furnished  by  these  departments. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  interrupt  Mr.  Whitton? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Scherer.  This  new  category  of  highways,  as  you  say,  is  pro¬ 
posed  by  H.R.  11199.  Have  funds  from  the  trust  fund  heretofore 
been  appropriated  for  this  new  category? 

Mr.  Whitton.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Scherer.  They  have  not? 

Mr.  Whitton.  No,  sir. 
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Mr.  Scherer.  What  is  this  new  category?  Would  you  explain  it? 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  believe  that  the  other  departments  that  are  recom¬ 
mending  these  programs  including  the  new  category  proposed,  should 
explain  them. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Are  they  here? 

Mr.  Whitton.  The  man  from  the  Forest  Service  is  here. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Where  has  the  money  come  from  for  these  new  high¬ 
ways  before? 

Mr.  Whitton.  From  the  general  fund. 

Mr.  Scherer.  From  an  appropriation  for  these  funds? 

Mr.  Whitton.  From  the  general  fund,  I  understand. 

Mr.  Scherer.  This  would  be  a  new  charge  to  the  trust  fund. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Not  to  my  understanding.  It  is  my  understanding 
it  will  be  out  of  the  general  fund. 

Mr.  Scherer.  That  wmuld  still  come  out  of  the  general  fund? 

Mr.  Whitton.  That  would  be  my  understanding. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Scherer.  Yes. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Isn’t  it  true,  Mr.  Whitton,  that  all  of  these  categories 
come  out  of  the  general  fund? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  If  I  understand  correctly,  the  change  being  pro¬ 
posed  is  that  they  be  appropriated  for  in  the  same  general  bill,  or, 
rather,  authorized  in  the  same  general  bill  rather  than  by  authoriza¬ 
tions  by  the  different  departments.  Is  that  it? 

Mr.  Whitton.  They  are  included  in  this  bill,  but  I  would  assume 
they  would  continue  to  be  financed  out  of  the  general  fund  as  they 
have  been  in  the  past. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  But  you  are  treating  the  authorization  for  it  as  a 
category  of  this  bill? 

Mr.  Whitton.  In  this  bill,  yes,  sir;  but  the  justifications  for  the 
authorizations  will  be  made  by  the  departments,  I  understand. 

I  will  turn  now  to  the  specific  recommendations  of  the  President  for 
amendments  to  the  Federal-aid  highway  legislation  made  in  his  recent 
and  timely  message  on  transportation,  a  subject  vital  to  the  interests 
of  the  entire  country. 

One  of  these  recommendations,  concerning  relocation  assistance  for 
those  displaced  as  a  result  of  Federal-aid  highway  construction,  is  not 
entirely  new  as  the  President  had  referred  to  this  problem  in  his  special 
message  on  highways  of  more  than  a  year  ago. 

On  the  matter  of  displacement  of  families,  the  President  mentioned 
his  previous  message  and  stated  that: 

To  move  toward  equity  among  the  various  federally  assisted  programs  causing 
displacement,  I  recommend  that  assistance  and  requirements  similar  to  those  now 
applicable  to  the  urban  renewal  program  be  authorized  for  the  Federal-aid 
highway  program  *  *  *. 

Section  3  of  the  bill,  H.B.  11199,  now  under  consideration  by  this 
committee,  would  implement  this  recommendation.  The  Secretary 
of  Commerce  would  be  authorized  to  require  assurances  by  the  State 
highway  departments  of  feasible  temporary  relocation  methods  and 
availability  of  suitable  dwellings  for  families  displaced  by  Federal-aid 
highway  projects,  and  to  approve  Federal-aid  participation  in  State 
relocation  payments,  with  specified  limitations,  for  reasonable  and 
necessary  moving  expenses  and  actual  property  losses  not  otherwise 
compensated. 
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The  limitations  on  relocation  payments  would  be: 

(1)  $200  in  the  case  of  an  individual  or  family  ;  and 

(2)  $3,000  in  the  case  of  a  business  concern  or  nonprofit 
organization  (or  if  greater,  the  total  certified  actual  moving 
expenses). 

The  proposed  provision  is  designed  to  alleviate  certain  hardships 
to  families  and  businesses  displaced  as  a  result  of  Federal-aid  highway 
construction. 

Mr.  Scherer.  May  I  interrupt  again,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Scherer. 

Mr.  Scherer.  As  to  these  relocation  costs  for  displaced  families, 
these  costs  would  come  out  of  the  trust  fund? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Scherer.  That  means  we  would  build  fewer  miles  of  highways, 
would  it  not? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Not  necessarily,  Mr.  Congressman.  We  could 
extend  the  life  of  the  program  a  week  or  two  and  pick  up  the  money. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Under  the  legislation  as  it  now  exists  there  would 
be  fewer  miles. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Well,  there  would  be  some  of  the  money  spent  this 
way,  and  whether  or  not  we  would  have  enough  in  the  trust  fund  as 
it  is  now  financed,  to  handle  that  additional  cost,  I  would  be  unable 
to  say  at  this  time.  Right  now  1  think  we  have  a  balance  of  enough 
to  do  it.  Over  $100  million,  I  think. 

Mr.  Scherer.  What  is  the  estimated  cost? 

Mr.  Whitton.  We  are  estimating  $50  million. 

Afr.  Scherer.  $50  million? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Scherer.  If  you  do  it  for  four  times  that  I  would  be  surprised. 
Go  ahead. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Will  the  gentleman  yield?  You  said  you  had  a 
balance  of  $100  million? 

Mr.  Whitton.  That  is  the  figure  I  have  in  my  head — that  the 
estimated  cost  of  the  program,  and  the  estimated  income  from  the 
program  over  the  life  of  the  program  is  such  that  we  would  be  $100 
million  to  the  good  at  the  end  of  the  program.  Is  that  right,  Frank? 
Frank  Turner  says  that  it  is  actually  a  little  more  than  that. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Fallon.  ^Nlr.  Baldwin. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  This  is  your  estimate  over  about  15  years  ahead, 
is  it  not? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Well,  it  is  to  1972. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  So  whether  that  amount  will  ever  materialize 
neither  you,  nor  I,  nor  anybody  else  can  know. 

Mr.  Whitton.  No,  sir;  that  is  our  best  estimate  today. 

Mr.  Scherer.  If  we  have  a  little  inflation  it  could  be  wiped  out 
overnight,  could  it  not? 

Mr.  W  hitton.  Yes,  sir,  or  we  could  have  an  increase  in  the  income, 
with  more  automobiles  on  the  road  being  in  use. 

Mr.  Scherer.  We  will  have  more  inflation  if  we  keep  on  spending 
as  we  are. 

Mr.  Fallon.  The  bill  reads,  Mr.  Whitton,  “temporary  relocation 
of  families.”  What  does  that  word  “temporary”  mean?  Does  it 
mean  you  put  them  up  in  a  hotel  or  an  apartment  house? 
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Mr.  Whitton.  I  would  not  assume  it  would  be  that  way.  I  would 
assume  we  would  try  to  find  some  housing  that  would  be  temporarily 
available  if  necessary.  Of  course,  we  would  move  them  permanently  if 
it  were  possible,  but  where  it  is  not  possible  we  would  try  to  provide 
temporary  housing. 

Mr.  Fallon.  During  that  temporary  period,  would  that  be  at 
Government  expense? 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  should  not  attempt  to  answer  that,  Congress¬ 
man.  I  would  assume  we  would  allow  them  a  total  expense  and  they 
would  have  to  take  care  of  it  out  of  that  total  we  would  allow  them. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Is  not  this  the  real  beginning  of  the  rape  of  the 
trust  fund,  which  we  have  tried  to  guard  so  zealously? 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  do  not  feel  that  it  is,  Mr.  Scherer.  I  think  since 
we  are  paying  for  the  moving  of  families  in  all  the  other  Federal 
programs,  that  it  puts  us  in  a  rather  poor  position  to  be  the  only 
Federal  program  that  is  not  helping  to  move  families,  and  I  do  not 
think  it  would  get  out  of  hand. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Would  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Baldwin. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Mr.  Whitton,  this  section  in  the  bill,  on  page  4, 
under  section  133,  says— 

The  Secretary,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  his  approval  under  section  106  of  this 
title,  shall  require  the  State  highway  department — 

and  then  goes  on  and  says  he  has  to  make  a  determination — - 

that  there  are  or  will  be  provided  in  areas  not  generally  less  desirable  in  regard  to 
the  availability  of  public  utilities  and  public  and  commercial  facilities  at  rents  or 
prices  within  the  financial  means  of  the  families  displaced  by  the  acquisition  or 
clearance  of  such  rights-of-way,  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwellings  adequate  in 
number  to  accommodate  such  displaced  families  and  reasonably  accessible  to 
their  places  of  employment. 

I  can  understand  such  a  provision  with  an  urban  renewal  project, 
because  the  theory  of  urban  renewal  projects  is  to  try  to  provide 
better  housing  accommodations  for  the  people  within  the  same  general 
area  and,  therefore,  there  would  be  no  purpose  in  an  urban  renewal 
project  unless  such  a  provision  were  in  a  bill;  but  the  objective  of  the 
liighway  program  is  considerably  different.  The  objective  of  the 
highway  program  is  to  provide  a  pattern  of  highways  nationwide 
that  would  be  adequate  to  take  care  of  our  traffic. 

If  this  means  what  it  says,  and  it  surely  reads  that  way  to  me, 
you  would  be  blocked  for  maybe  a  year  in  putting  through  some  essen¬ 
tial  highway  on  the  Interstate  System  in  a  particular  area  because 
the  route  just  happened  to  go  through  the  best  part  of  town  and 
you  have  to  take  the  best  homes,  and  you  have  no  other  homes  of 
similar  grade  and,  therefore,  until  somebody  came  in  and  built  such 
homes  some  place  else,  you  would  be  barred  from  putting  in  the 
Interstate  System  to  serve  the  needs  of  maybe  millions  of  people 
because  five  or  six  families  would  not  have  houses  of  equivalent  stature 
to  go  into,  then  certainly  we  are  thwarting  t lie  basic  objectives  of 
the  program.  It  is  not  comparable  to  the  urban  renewal  program 
because  the  objectives  of  the  highway  program  are  different  from  the 
urban  renewal  program. 

1  would  appreciate  your  comment  on  how  you  feel  tins  would  affect 
the  program. 
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Mr.  Whitton.  I  think  it  could  cause  some  delay  in  certain  pi'ojects, 
but  based  on  some  experience  in  that  area  I  would  not  think  it  would 
delay  the  program  as  a  whole.  It  could  delay  some  jobs  in  some 
cities,  and  if  this  is  the  case,  we  can  shift  the  money  within  the  af¬ 
fected  State  to  some  other  area  of  the  Interstate  System,  or  some 
other  area  of  the  A-B-C  system. 

I  have  gone  through  such  a  situation  in  my  own  State  where  the 
State  itself  passed  a  law  that  we  could  not  move  certain  families  in 
a  certain  area  for  2  years,  which  rather  pleased  some  other  areas  of 
the  State,  because  they  got  the  money.  If  we  run  into  difficulty  in 
a  particular  section  on  moving  families,  it  is  going  to  take  some  time, 
but  the  highway  departments  all  over  the  country  are  trying  to  get 
their  plans  ahead  so  that  they  can  get  this  relocation  problem  solved. 
I  see  no  great  difficulty  in  delay  in  the  building  of  any  street,  but  if 
we  did  get  into  delay  in  one  area  we  could  certainly  step  up  the  pro¬ 
gram  in  another  area  in  the  same  State. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  It  might  be  true  that  you  could  step  up  the  program 
somewhere  else,  but  it  would  certainly  thwart  the  order  of  priority. 
To  start  out  with  you  must  have  set  an  order  of  priority. 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  do  not  think  it  would.  I  think  most  of  the  States 
involved  in  this  program  are  getting  ahead  with  their  plans  in  such  a 
way  that  they  can  absorb  this  moving  of  the  families. 

Mr.  Scherer.  But  under  section  133,  as  I  read  it,  before  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Hoads  can  even  approve  preliminary  plans  and 
specifications  the  States  must  assure  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  that 
decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwellings  will  be  provided  for  those  persons 
to  be  removed  from  the  rights-of-way.  Is  that  not  right? 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  think  you  have  found  a  spot  that  needs  a  little 
revision,  Congressman.  I  think  that  ought  to  read,  before  an  ap¬ 
proval  of  contract  plans  or  bids  for  construction. 

Mr.  Scherer.  That  would  certainly  delay  the  program  as  Con¬ 
gressman  Baldwin  pointed  out. 

Mr.  Whitton.  But  if  we  put  it  as  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
Secretary's  approval  of  authority  to  receive  bids  for  construction,  that 
would  correct  it.  Naturally,  the  States  have  got  to  make  surveys. 
They  have  to  have  the  Federal-aid  money  with  which  to  do  it,  and 
they  have  to  prepare  their  plans,  because  we  do  not  know  what 
houses  are  going  to  be  moved  until  the  plans  are  prepared,  so  I  think 
that  there  is  a  point  that  should  be  corrected. 

Mr.  Scherer.  This  same  section,  as  I  read  it,  says  that  the  States 
must  assure  the  Federal  Government  that  these  persons  to  be  re¬ 
moved  from  the  right-of-way  are  provided  with  decent,  safe,  and 
sanitary  dwellings.  Does  that  not  mean  that  perhaps  the  State  in 
many  instances,  or  the  Federal  Government,  may  be  required  to 
supply  them  with  living  quarters  that  exceed  the  standards  of  the 
living  quarters  that  they  presently  occupy.  You  remove  a  lot  of 
people  from  rights-of-way  who  do  not  have  this  type  of  abode,  do 
you  not? 

Mr.  Whitton.  We  would  hope,  Mr.  Congressman,  in  cases  where 
large  numbers  are  involved,  we  could  work  with  the  housing  people 
and  arrange  for  this. 

®SMr.  Scherer.  In  some  places  we  are  going  to  give  them  better 
housing  than  they  have  presently,  aren’t  we,  if  we  follow  this  standard? 
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Mr.  Whitton.  Well,  I  hope  they  could  find  better  housing. 

Mr.  Scherer.  The  State  must  supply  that  then. 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  do  not  read  it  that  way. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Mr.  Whitton,  I  can  understand  this  with  an  urban 
renewal  project  because  the  purpose  of  that  is,  if  they  are  going  to  take 
away  a  group  of  homes  the  purpose  is  to  provide  them  with  better  and 
more  sanitary  homes,  but  if  I  read  this  correctly  you,  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads,  are  going  to  have  the  obligation  actually  to  take  over 
the  responsibility  to  build  homes,  or  to  see  they  are  built  by  some 
public  agencies,  if  such  homes  are  not  available. 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  do  not  think  it  provides  that  the  State  will  be 
responsible  for  building  the  homes.  They  are  responsible  to  see  that 
they  are  available. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Suppose  they  are  not  available?  Then  what  do 
you  do? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Then  I  assume  there  would  be  a  delay  of  the  project 
until  they  are  available. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Who  is  going  to  make  them  available? 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  cannot  answer  that.  I  would  assume  that  the 
city  or  State,  or  the  city  would  be  interested  possibly  in  trying  to 
make  homes  available. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  But  this  means  in  effect  some  public  body  would 
have  to  actually  come  in  and  build  such  homes  if  they  are  not  other¬ 
wise  available  before  you  would  have  the  right  to  go  ahead  and  build 
your  road. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes.  I  think  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  Scherer.  If  we  adopt  this  provision  I  think  we  will  not  finish 
this  program  on  target  date  and  we  might  as  well  advance  the  target 
date  to  about  1976  or  1978. 

Mr.  Clark.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Clark. 

Mr.  Clark.  So  far,  I  think,  you  can  say  we  have  saved  over  $100 
million,  or  at  least  the}5"  are  that  much  in  the  black  today.  If  I 
am  not  right  they  will  correct  me.  I  think  we  could  say  that  most 
of  that  is  due  to  this  special  subcommittee  on  the  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way  program  that  we  have  here.  So  in  the  next  5  years  we  will  be 
saving  another  $75  to  $100  million  which  we  can  go  to  putting  into 
St.  Peter  or  St.  Paul.  Do  you  agree  with  me  there? 

Mr.  Scherer.  I  wish  I  could  agree  with  you. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Buckley  is  chairman  of  the  full  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  and  he  has  correspondence  from  Mr.  Moses  on 
this  particular  subject.  The  chairman  feels  it  might  be  of  benefit 
to  have  this  read  in  answer  to  some  of  the  questions  that  have  been 
propounded.  Will  the  counsel,  Mr.  Sullivan,  read  the  letter  from 
Mr.  Moses? 

Mr.  Scherer.  Who  is  Mr.  Moses? 

Mr.  Sullivan.  Robert  Moses. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Oh,  from  New  York? 

Mr.  Buckley.  The  Republican  candidate  for  the  Governor  of  the 
State. 

Mr.  Scherer.  That  makes  it  so  much  the  worse.  I  remember 
Mr.  Moses.  Let  us  go  ahead. 
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Mr.  Sullivan.  This  is  a  letter  dated  April  16,  1962,  and  it  reads 
as  follows: 

Triborough  Bridge  &  Tunnel  Authority, 

New  York,  N.Y.,  April  16,  1962. 

Hon.  Charles  A.  Buckley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

House  of  Representatives, 

U.S.  Capitol,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Charlie:  H.R.  11199,  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962,  among 
other  purposes  makes  provision  for  assistance  for  displaced  families  and  businesses. 
The  objective  of  this  part  of  the  proposed  legislation  is  beneficial  and  I  strongly 
recommend  it. 

The  relocation  of  tenants  is  difficult  and  time  consuming.  It  often  controls 
and  delays  progress  of  construction  to  a  greater  extent  than  planning  and  actual 
work  in  the  field.  The  latter  are  under  the  direct  supervision  of  State  highway 
departments.  Relocation  involves  serious  inconveniences  and  financial  burdens 
for  those  who  had  the  misfortune  of  living  in  the  way  of  public  improvements, 
arouses  the  sympathy  of  the  courts  and  the  press,  and  present  numerous  human 
problems. 

New  York  City  has  had  extensive  experience  in  relocation  of  families  displaced 
by  construction  of  highways,  schools,  playgrounds,  health  centers,  housing,  urban 
renewal,  and  other  public  improvements.  In  1960,  15,613  residential  and  1,745 
commercial  tenants  were  relocated,  and  11,215  residential  and  1,528  commercial 
in  1961. 

These  families  have  been  moved  to  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  accommodations 
with  the  aid  provided  by  a  sustained  relocation  program  under  the  direction  of 
the  appropriate  agency.  The  policy  in  general  is  to  pay  $100  per  room  up  to  a 
maximum  of  $500  and  moving  expenses  to  families  finding  their  own  new  quarters 
and  voluntarily  relocating  themselves.  A  tenant  relocation  and  information 
office  is  opened  at  the  site  and  tenants  are  interviewed  to  evaluate  their  needs. 
Offsite  apartments  after  inspection  for  compliance  with  standards  are  listed  for 
their  convenience.  Public  housing  is  made  available  to  those  with  limited  income. 
Tenants  making  use  of  the  relocation  service  receive  moving  expenses  and  cash 
payments  of  from  $50  to  $125,  depending  upon  the  circumstances. 

The  average  cost  of  relocation  in  either  circumstance  is  about  $400.  The  pro¬ 
gram  has  been  invaluable  and  the  public  works,  housing,  and  urban  renewal  pro¬ 
grams  could  not  have  been  accomplished  without  it.  I  personally  feel  that  the 
payments  made  by  the  city  for  voluntary  relocation  should  be  doubled.  Even 
larger  amounts  would  be  small  recompense  for  the  financial  distress  of  families 
who  have  to  move  in  the  interest  of  the  general  welfare. 

It  is  evident  from  the  above  that  maximums  prescribed  in  section  133(c)  are 
inadequate,  do  not  reflect  existing  practice,  and  will  not  accomplish  their  intended 
purpose.  I  recommend  that  the  limitations  be  removed. 

I  also  recommend  that  if  the  Secretary,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  his  approval 
of  contract  plans,  specifications,  and  estimates  for  federally  aided  highwa.y  projects 
shall  have  the  power  to  direct  the  method  of  relocation,  he  review  the  program 
and  estimated  cost  of  relocation  along  with  other  plans  and  approve  it  as  part 
of  the  project  cost. 

Attached  are  proposed  changes  to  sections  101  and  133.  These  will  eliminate 
present  ambiguity  in  phraseology. 

The  development  of  a  balanced  transportation  system  in  metropolitan  areas  as 
proposed  in  section  134  is  an  exalted  goal.  It  presumably  looks  to  the  time  when 
the  railroads  with  their  commuter  problems,  the  trucking  industry,  rapid  transit 
system,  public  and  private  buslines,  water  carriers,  public  authorities,  owners  of 
passenger  cars,  the  State  and  Federal  Governments,  and  the  hundreds  of  political 
subdivisions — cities,  counties,  townships,  towns,  and  villages  in  the  States  of 
New  York,  New  Jersey,  and  Connecticut,  comprising  the  New  York  metropolitan 
area,  put  aside  local  pride,  politics,  and  individual  problems  and  combine  their 
resources  for  the  greater  good.  The  possibility  of  this  is  remote  and  certainly 
cannot  be  accomplished  in  the  immediate  future. 

With  respect  to  section  134,  the  requirement  that  the  Secretary,  after  July  1, 
1965,  find  that  highway  projects  conform  to  a  comprehensive  balanced  trans¬ 
portation  plan  before  granting  his  approval,  will  bring  the  Federal  highway 
program  in  New  York  City  to  a  complete  standstill.  The  reason  is  obvious  and 
simple.  Such  a  comprehensive  plan  cannot  be  completed  by  that  time  if  indeed 
it  could  be  in  the  next  decade. 
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I  recommend  that  the  portion  of  section  134  beginning  with  line  15  to  line  25 
be  eliminated. 

Cordially, 

Robert  Moses,  Chairman. 

Attachment. 

ASSISTANCE  FOR  DISPLACED  FAMILIES  AND  BUSINESSES 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  revising 
the  definition  of  the  term  “construction”  in  section  101  to  read  as  follows: 

ft*  ****** 

with  specifications  of  the  Coast  and  Geodetic  Survey  in  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce),  costs  of  rights-of-way  (including  the  administrative  and  other  expenses 
of  providing  for  the  relocation  of  families  and  relocation  payments  to  *  * 

S.  133.  ASSISTANCE  FOR  DISPLACED  FAMILIES  AND  BUSINESS 

(a)  The  Secretary,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  his  approval  under  section  106 
of  this  title,  shall  require  the  State  highway  department,  through  an  agency  or 
agencies  acceptable  to  the  Secretary,  to  assure  that  where  necessary  there  is  a 
feasible  method  for  the  temporary  relocation  of  families  displaced  by  acquisition 
or  clearance  of  such  rights-of-way  for  any  Federal  highways,  and  that  decent,  safe, 
and  sanitary  dwellings  will  be  provided  for  families  displaced  by  the  acquisition 
of  clearance  of  such  rights-of-way  in  areas  not  generally  less  desirable  in  regard  to 
the  availability  of  public  utilities  and  public  and  commercial  facilities  at  rents  or 
prices  within  their  financial  means  and  reasonably  accessible  to  their  places  of 
employment. 

Mr.  Kluczynski.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  agree  with  Mr.  Moses  and 
believe  he  is  a  great  man.  I  do  not  believe  that  Mr.  Scherer  and 
Mr.  Baldwin  are  against  relocating  the  families  and  giving  them  a 
good,  standard  way  of  living  and  better  quarters.  It  is  not  their 
fault  we  are  putting  the  road  through  there.  We  are  refunding  the 
utilities  for  relocating,  aren’t  we? 

Mr.  Fallon.  Let  the  Chair  say  I  do  not  think  that  this  question 
was  asked  by  a  member  to  show  whether  he  is  for  or  against  it. 
It  is  more  or  less  just  to  get  information  so  he  can  make  up  Ids  mind 
as  to  whether  he  is  for  it.  I  will  say  here  that  the  committee  has 
an  open  mind  on  all  of  the  legislation  that  is  before  us  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Scherer.  I  only  wish  Mr.  Moses  himself  would  appear  so 
we  might  cross-examine  him.  I  think  his  experience  before  the 
committee  the  last  time  he  appeared  has  kept  him  away. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Baldwin. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  I  would  like  to  make  one  observation  with  regard 
to  this.  I  do  not  think  the  issue  has  been  raised  here  as  to  whether 
or  not  this  committee  ought  to  authorize  some  kind  of  relocation 
expense.  It  may  be  in  New  York,  which  has  an  urban  renewal 
authority  and  a  housing  authority,  and  all  of  these  things,  that  this 
would  present  no  problem  of  delay  in  the  city  of  New  York,  but  if  you 
go  out  into  some  Midwest  or  far  western  State  and  go  through  a  small 
town  which  has  no  urban  renewal  authority  and  no  housing  authority, 
and  you  cut  through  the  edge  of  the  small  town  and  eliminate  three 
houses.  Maybe  there  are  only  that  many  houses  in  town  sufficient 
for  the  number  of  families  involved,  so  then  the  highway  department 
cannot  proceed  until  somebody  builds  three  houses.  If  nobody  else 
builds  them  then  they  have  to  create  a  housing  authority  or  an  urban 
renewal  authority  to  build  three  houses,  and  this  will  produce  a  serious 
delay. 
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T  am  not  arguing  about  the  relocation  expense  but  about  setting  up 
a  condition  precedent  that  you  cannot  go  ahead  and  build  a  highway 
until  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  takes  the  responsibility  of  providing 
housing  that  meets  a  certain  standard.  I  do  not  think  it  should  be 
the  responsibility  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads. 

Mr.  Sullivan.  I  do  not  think  it  is  intended  that  it  should  be  the 
direct  responsibility  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  but  puts  the 
responsibility  on  the  local  and  State  agencies  involved  in  this  problem. 
Their  plans  must  be  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads.  I  do 
not  think  this  puts  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  as  such,  in  the  housing 
business.  They  have  to  okay  the  plans  presented  to  them  by  the 
State.  Also,  on  the  point  you  just  raised,  insofar  as  the  small  com¬ 
munity  or  smaller  community  is  concerned,  it  seems  to  me  the  bulk 
of  this  relocation  will  take  place  in  the  larger  cities  such  as  New 
York,  Detroit,  Chicago,  and  any  larger  area  you  might  name.  I 
think  that  is  what  this  is  mainly  aimed  at,  and  not  at  your  small 
areas  as  such. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  May  I  say  that  the  bill  makes  no  such  definition. 

Mr.  Sullivan.  I  understand  that.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  The  bill  has  a  blanket  definition,  and  when  you  say 
it  does  not  get  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  into  it,  this  says  the 
Secretary  must  make  the  decision,  and  who  is  going  to  be  carrying 
out  the  views  of  the  Secretary  in  this  field  but  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads. 

Mr.  Sullivan.  They  approve  it,  but  the  actual  moving  of  the 
tenants,  and  setting  up  of  the  housing  facilities,  will  be  taken  care  of 
by  the  comparable  and  proper  State  agency  such  as  the  New  York 
City  Housing  Authority. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  This  bill  says  the  Secretary,  and  this  is  the  bill  we 
must  talk  about. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Let  me  see  if  we  cannot  get  back  to  regular  pro¬ 
cedure.  Mr.  Sullivan,  we  appreciate  your  statement  here  very  much. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Let  him  sit  there  a  while. 

Mr.  Fallon.  We  have  him  around  the  committee  all  the  time,  and 
he  can  advise  the  committee  in  executive  session  at  any  time,  but  we 
have  witnesses  here  to  testify  from  as  far  away  as  California,  and  we 
want  to  give  them  the  opportunity  to  get  away  as  soon  as  possible. 

Mr.  Scherer.  I  cannot  cross-examine  Mr.  Moses,  but  he  is  speak¬ 
ing  for  Mr.  Moses.  Can  I  ask  Mr.  Sullivan  one  question? 

Mr.  Fallon.  Certainly. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Just  one  question.  Js  it  not  a  fact,  Mr.  Sullivan, 
that  this  committee  set  up  a  special  subcommittee  and  provided  it 
with  a  staff  which  is  going  into  a  yearlong  investigation  under  the 
chairmanship  of  brother  Davis  over  here,  for  the  sole  purpose  of  de¬ 
termining  whether  or  not  these  costs  we  are  talking  about  in  this  bill 
should  not  be  included  in  land  taking  in  the  future? 

Mr.  Sullivan.  That  is  correct,  Mr.  Scherer. 

Mr.  Scherer.  All  right,  that  is  all.  This  provision  is  tramping  on 
the  Davis  Committee  toes. 

Mr.  Davis.  That  has  bothered  me  some. 

Mr.  Robison.  If  the  gentleman  will  yield,  or  the  Chair  will  yield 
to  me? 

Mr.  Fallon.  We  recognize  you. 
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Mr.  Robison.  This  special  subcommittee,  of  which  I  have  the 
distinction  and  honor  to  be  ranking  minority  member  under  our  good 
friend,  Judge  Davis,  as  I  understand  it,  Mr.  Chairman,  was  created 
because  there  is  a  hodgepodge  of  separate  approaches  now  to  this 
particular  problem  throughout  the  Federal  bureaucracy,  or  at  least 
that  part  of  it  that  has  any  jurisdiction  over  land  takings.  Judge 
Davis  has  been  very  careful  to  adopt,  and  I  congratulate  him,  a 
bipartisan  and  constructive  approach  to  this  problem.  Our  committee 
staff  is  only  at  this  point  getting  into  the  fringes  of  this  complicated 
area,  and  it  would  strike  me  as  being  unwise,  insofar  as  our  objectives 
are  concerned  as  a  special  subcommittee,  to  legislate  in  this  area,  at 
least  until  our  subcommittee  has  had  a  chance  to  review  the  entire 
subject,  and  this  particular  aspect  of  it;  and,  from  that  point  on,  to 
make  recommendations  perhaps  to  this  subcommittee  or  the  full 
committee  and  to  the  Congress  with  respect  to  legislation  in  this  area. 

Mr.  Scherer.  I  agree  with  the  gentleman  100  percent. 

Mr.  Davis.  Will  the  gentleman  3’ield? 

Mr.  Robison.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Davis.  It  is  quite  true  we  are  trying  to  make  a  real,  thorough, 
and  bipartisan  study  of  this  whole  question.  We  went  to  the  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads  and  Administrator  Whitt  on  was  kind  enough  to 
give  us  two  very  capable  and  able  lawyers,  and  these  two  are  our 
chief  counsel  and  associate  chief  counsel.  They  are  both  from  his 
department,  and  they  are  both  very  highly  competent  men.  Our  staff 
has  been  at  work  now  for  months,  but  we  are  not  yet  ready  to  come 
up  with  our  conclusions  overall,  because  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget 
recommended  such  a  study.  It  came  from  the  executive  department, 
of  course,  and  we  have  been  proceeding  along  that  line  with  extreme 
care,  and  are  not  rushing  this  thing  because  it  is  so  involved.  It 
involves  not  only  municipal  relations,  but  State  relations  and  national 
relations.  It  is  a  big  study,  and  this  bothers  me  if  we  should  add 
another  piecemeal  approach  at  this  time  when  we  are  just  now  getting 
into  a  very  thorough  study  of  the  whole  question. 

Mr.  Robison.  May  I  ask  Mr.  Whitton  a  question,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Robison. 

Mr.  Robison.  This  proposal  in  the  chairman’s  bill  would  require 
the  State  to  have  a  program  before  there  would  be  any  Federal  mon¬ 
eys.  It  is  a  question  of  reimbursement;  is  it  not? 

Mr.  Whitton.  The  program  of  tenant  removal? 

Mr.  Robison.  Yes. 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  understand  that  some  500  cities  now  have  planning 
groups  that  do  work  of  this  nature,  and  I  would  think  that  those 
groups  could  be  most  helpful  in  this  program. 

Mr.  Robison.  How  many  States  now,  if  you  know,  reimburse  for 
relocation  costs? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Families,  or  utilities? 

Mr.  Robison.  Let  us  start  with  families. 

Mr.  Whitton.  As  far  as  I  know,  only  New  York  City. 

Mr.  Robison.  Only  New  York  City? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes.  Frank  says  there  are  several  more. 

Mr.  Robison.  Are  there  any  States  that  have  moved  into  the 
relocation  cost  field? 

Mr.  Whitton.  A  few. 

Mr.  Robison.  Do  you  know  how  many? 
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Mr.  Whitton.  I  don’t  know  exactly  but  we  can  put  it  in  the  record, 
and  the  States. 

Mr.  Robison.  If  this  is  a  Federal  reimbursement  proposition, 
then  the  various  States  would  have  to  implement  at  the  State  legisla¬ 
ture  level  such  a  program  before  the  Federal  portion  of  it  would  get 
going.  Is  that  right? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes. 

Mr.  Robison.  My  point  would  be  this,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  think 
there  may  well  be  merit  in  this  proposal,  but  obviously  it  will  take 
some  time  for  this  to  get  going  at  the  State  level.  I  do  not  see  any 
reason  why  it  is  not  a  good  thing  that  the  proposal  has  been  made  and 
will  now  be  considered  throughout  the  Nation  by  the  various  State 
administrators  and  the  State  legislatures,  but  it  does  seem  to  me,  and 
I  say  again,  I  think  it  would  be  wiser  for  us  to  utilize  the  purpose  of 
the  special  subcommittee,  and  to  go  ahead  with  a  study  of  this  pro¬ 
posal  and  all  of  the  other  proposals  and  then  make  recommendations 
to  this  subcommittee  and  to  the  full  committee. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Is  my  recollection  correct  that  before  you  were  Fed¬ 
eral  Highway  Administrator,  Mr.  Whitton,  and  Brother  Turner  was 
here,  that  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  not  too  long  ago  recommended 
to  this  committee  against  including  these  relocation  costs  for  families? 
Isn’t  that  the  record  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads?  You  made  some 
of  the  same  arguments  against  relocation  costs  as  I  am  making  here 
today. 

Mr.  Turner.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Scherer.  That  is  true,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  Turner.  Yes. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Whitton,  can  you  tell  me  about  how  many  States 
have  relocation  authority? 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  cannot  fully  answer  that,  but  I  would  like  to  have 
the  privilege  of  answering  it  later. 

(The  information  requested  is  as  follows:) 
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States  with  no  statutory  or  other  legal  obligation  to  pay  moving  costs  of  personal 
property  of  either  owner  or  tenant  from  property  acquired  for  highway  right-of-way 


Alabama 

Maine 

Oregon 

Arizona 

Massachusetts 

Pennsylvania 

Arkansas 

Mississippi 

South  Carolina 

California 

Missouri 

South  Dakota 

Delaware 

Montana 

Texas 

Florida 

Nevada 

Vermont 

Idaho 

New  Hampshire 

Washington 

Illinois 

New  Jersey 

West  Virginia 

Indiana 

North  Carolina 

Alaska 

Kentucky 

North  Dakota 

Hawaii 

Louisiana 

Ohio 

Total,  32  States. 

Source:  Correspondence  from  States. 


Mr.  Fallon.  I  know  Maryland  has,  and  I  am  wondering  how  many 
others  have  the  same  thing.  Would  you  proceed,  Mr.  Whitton,  with 
your  statement? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes,  sir.  We  estimate  that  the  Interstate  alone 
will  annually  displace  about  15,000  families  and  1,500  businesses  in 
the  next  6  to  8  years.  Under  existing  Federal-aid  highway  legislation, 
no  provision  is  made  for  those  displaced.  The  circumstances  of  these 
displacements,  therefore,  are  generally  less  favorable  than  those 
occurring  under  the  federally  assisted  urban  renewal  program,  which 
displaces  around  30,000  families  and  4,000  businesses  annually.  When 
families  are  required  to  move,  it  is  only  fair  and  proper  that  they 
should  have  the  opportimity  of  occupying  housing  that  is  decent,  safe, 
sanitary,  that  is  within  their  financial  means,  and  that  is  in  reasonably 
convenient  locations.  Moreover,  they  should  be  afforded  assistance 
where  necessary  in  order  to  minimize  the  hardships  involved  in  finding 
a  suitable  dwelling  in  which  to  live. 

We  have  made  no  detailed  estimate  on  the  cost  of  this  proposed 
new  relocation  assistance  program.  Based  on  the  limits  of  payment 
set  by  the  bill,  however,  we  estimate  its  cost  would  approximate  $50 
million.  We  understand  that  the  experience  of  the  Housing  and 
Home  Finance  Agency  under  the  urban  renewal  program  has  resulted 
in  an  average  relocation  payment  of  about  $65  to  families  and  about 
$1,150  to  businesses. 

In  his  message  on  transportation,  the  President  also  recommended : 

That  the  Federal-aid  highway  law  be  amended  to  permit  more  extensive  use  of 
Federal-aid  secondary  funds  for  extensions  of  the  secondary  system  in  urban  areas. 

Certain  States  are  finding  it  increasingly  difficult  to  improve  the 
extensions  of  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system  into  urban  areas 
because  of  the  higher  priority  for  the  use  of  available  urban  funds  for 
the  improvement  of  primary  system  extensions  in  these  urban  areas. 
This  causes  a  particular  hardship  in  the  outlying  sections  of  the  larger 
urban  areas  where  there  is  rapid  suburban  expansion  and  in  smaller 
cities  where  the  urban  extensions  of  secondary  routes  do  not  carry  a 
sufficiently  large  volume  of  traffic  to  merit  high  priority  on  available 
urban  funds. 

As  a  result,  in  many  cases  secondary  routes  are  improved  up  to  the 
urban  limits,  and  urban  funds  are  not  available  for  their  improvement 
within  these  urban  limits  to  provide  an  integrated  system  of  improved 
highways. 
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Section  6  of  H.R.  11199  relating  to  extensions  of  the  Federal-aid 
secondary  system  into  urban  areas,  is  designed  to  implement  the  fore¬ 
going  recommendation.  It  would  remove  the  present  limitation  on 
Federal-aid  financing  of  such  extensions,  now  under  certain  conditions 
restricted  to  urban  funds. 

This  provision  would  permit  increased  flexibility  in  financing  im¬ 
provements  on  Federal-aid  secondary  routes  within  urban  areas  and, 
if  enacted,  would  promote  an  integrated  system  of  improvements  in 
such  areas.  We  believe  that  it  would  be  particularly  helpful  in  certain 
States  that  contain  many  individual  and  grouped  urban  areas,  and 
where,  in  practice,  the  transfer  of  funds  from  primary  or  secondary 
apportionments  to  the  class  of  urban  funds  for  the  purpose  of  improv¬ 
ing  extensions  of  secondary  routes  within  urban  areas  has  not  been 
adequate  under  the  provisions  of  section  104(c)  of  title  23,  United 
States  Code. 

Another  of  the  President’s  recommendations  relates  directly  to 
highway  projects  in  metropolitan  areas. 

A  major  objective  of  national  transportation  policy  in  the  use  of 
Federal  assistance  programs  is  to  incourage  and  facilitate  the  develop¬ 
ment  by  States  and  local  communities  of  balanced  transportation 
systems  consistent  with  long-range  comprehensive  development  plans. 

In  order  that  this  objective  may  be  expeditiously  carried  out,  we 
believe  that  the  recommended  modification  of  the  basic  Federal-aid 
highway  legislation,  as  contained  in  section  7  of  H.R.  11199,  is  highly 
desirable.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  would  be  granted  authority 
to  cooperate  with  the  States  in  the  development  of  long-range  highway 
plans  and  programs  for  metropolitan  areas  which  would  form  integral 
parts  of  a  total  transportation  system  for  those  areas. 

Section  7  would  require,  as  a  condition  to  the  approval  of  a  highway 
program  involving  a  metropolitan  area,  that  State  and  local  agencies 
undertake  transportation  planning  on  a  continuing  basis  consistent 
with  programs  of  comprehensive  planning  that  are  developed  for  the 
metropolitan  area.  By  encouraging  balanced  transportation  plan¬ 
ning,  we  believe  that  the  quality  of  general  metropolitan  planning 
would  be  improved. 

Enactment  of  this  provision  is  believed  timely  in  view  of  the 
increased  emphasis  being  given  to  long-range  planning  and  program¬ 
ing  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ments  in  connection  with  expenditures  of  Federal-aid  highway  funds. 
It  would  require  the  States  and  their  metropolitan  areas  to  adopt  a 
process  of  planning  already  demonstrated  by  trial  to  be  feasible  and 
effective.  The  experience  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  in  the 
highway  transportation  field  could  be  utilized  to  the  advantage  of 
all  levels  of  government  concerned. 

Moreover,  the  proposed  requirement  would  place  the  Federal-aid 
highway  program  in  a  position  with  respect  to  planning  comparable 
to  the  urban  transportation  program  of  the  Housing  and  Home 
Finance  Agency,  and  thus  strengthen  the  coordinated  approach  to 
urban  transportation  development  already  informally  established  by 
the  two  agencies. 

Mr.  Scherer.  May  I  interrupt?  Where  would  the  costs  for  this 
come  from? 

Mr.  Whitton.  The  costs  for  the  highway  part  of  it  would  come 
from  our  l^-percent  funds  that  are  now  available  for  that  purpose. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Would  there  be  any  charges  on  the  trust  fund? 
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Mr.  Whitton.  I  do  not  anticipate  that. 

Mr.  Fallon.  How  much  does  the  present  l^-percent  provision  of 
present  highway  law  provide  for  planning  and  research?  What  does 
that  amount  to? 

Mr.  Whitton.  That  authorization  provides  about  $60  million  with 
the  matching  money,  annually. 

Mr.  Fallon.  With  the  matching  money? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes.  The  State  puts  up  matching  money. 

Mr.  Fallon.  How  much  of  this  fund  has  been  matched  by  the 
States? 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  do  not  have  that  figure.  We  will  provide  it. 

(The  information  requested  is  as  follows:) 


Federal-aid  highway  projects  authorized  for  planning  and  research  {Projects  financed 
from  lli-percent  funds  authorized  by  sec.  307(c)  of  title  23,  United  Stales  Code, 
Highways) 


Fiscal  year 

Federal 

funds 

State 

matching 

funds 

Total  cost 

I960 _ 

$36,  866, 148 
37, 390, 118 
30, 458,  827 

$12,  722, 190 

$49, 688, 338 
50, 902, 361 
41.586,588 

1961 _  . 

13, 512, 243 
11, 127,  761 

1962  through  Mar.  31,  1962 . . . . 

Mr.  Scherer.  Do  you  use  all  of  that  now? 

Mr.  Whitton.  No,  sir.  Not  for  planning. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Would  it  be  necessary  for  this  extra  one-half  of  1 
percent?  Would  there  not  be  sufficient  funds  in  the  l^-percent  funds 
now? 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  think  the  extra  one-half  percent  we  are  recom¬ 
mending  later  on  here  is  for  research  only,  and  I  do  not  think  we  are 
doing  enough  research.  That  is  a  personal  opinion,  shared  with  some 
others,  that  we  are  not  doing  enough  research.  We  are  spending  a 
tremendous  lot  of  money  for  highways,  and  I  think  we  ought  to  be 
finding  out  to  the  best  of  our  ability  the  best  way  to  build  the  high¬ 
ways,  and  I  think  it  takes  more  expenditure  in  research  money  to 
do  that. 

Mr.  Fallon.  As  I  understand  you,  Mr.  Whitton,  you  do  not  use 
all  of  the  research  money  now? 

Mr.  Whitton.  No,  sir.  The  States  have  the  privilege  now  of 
putting  some  of  that  back  into  the  construction  fund  and  using  it 
for  construction.  That  is  their  privilege.  In  this  bill  we  are  suggest¬ 
ing  that  it  be  made  mandatory  to  use  the  one-half  percent  fund  and 
this  additional  1%  percent  for  highway  planning  and  research.  We 
know  some  States  are  doing  more  than  their  proportionate  share  of 
the  research  and  planning.  We  think  that  all  of  the  States  ought  to 
contribute  proportionally  to  this  effort. 

Mr.  Scherer.  We  are  doing  plenty  of  highway  planning  and  re¬ 
search.  What  you  say  we  are  not  doing  is  in  connection  with  the 
proposed  mass  transit  systems. 

Mr.  Whitton.  That  would  be  our  proportionate  share  of  the 
proposed  mass  transit  systems.  We  would  not  be  paying  any  parti¬ 
cular  part  of  the  cost  of  planning  for  a  fixed  rail  type  of  transit 
system,  but  the  bus  type  and  rubber  tire  type  of  transit  is  part  of  the 
highways,  and  we  ought  to  plan  for  that. 
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Mr.  Scherer.  I  thought  our  research  programs  were  very  good 
though. 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  think  they  are  too.  I  just  think  they  ought  to  be 
better. 

Mr.  Scherer.  We  had  it  lor  2  years  out  in  Illinois. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes,  sir.  That  was  a  tremendous  job  and  a 
wonderful  job,  but  there  are  other  areas  we  ought  to  be  getting  into, 
and  I  think  we  should. 

Mr.  Scherer.  I  think  that  the  only  areas  we  are  deficient  in,  you 
mean,  is  the  relationship  that  highway  relocations  might  bear  to 
proposed  transit  systems. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes.  That  is  what  I  am  talking  about  in  that 
connection. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Do  you  think  that  would  cause  delays?  Look  what 
happened  here  in  Washington. 

Mr.  Whitton.  No,  we  are  not  calling  for  this  until  July  1,  1965, 
as  the  suggested  deadline  date;  and  between  now  and  then  1  would 
think  that  the  cities  and  States  could  certainly  get  started  on  their 
planning  to  such  an  extent  that  we  could  approve  projects.  In 
fact,  many  many  cities  now  have  plans,  and  they  need  to  activate 
them  and  bring  them  up  to  date,  but  I  don’t  think  there  is  anything 
in  this  provision  that  would  delay  the  program. 

Mr.  Scherer.  This  would  not  necessitate  a  holding  up  of  highway 
construction  until  these  plans  have  matured,  would  it? 

Mr.  Whitton.  No. 

Mr.  Scherer.  It  has  done  that  in  the  District  of  Columbia,  has  it 
not? 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  think  the  District  of  Columbia  officials  are  going 
ahead  with  obligating  their  money  reasonably  well  along  with  the 
rest  of  the  States. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Didn’t  we,  by  resolution,  actually  delay  highway 
planning  and  construction  until  this  mass  transit  system - 

Mr.  Wthitton.  In  this  northwest  quadrant.  Yes.  The  Congress 
did,  but  we  are  working  somewhere  else. 

Mr.  Fallon.  That  did  not  come  out  of  this  committee,  but  out  of 
the  District  Committee. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Would  it  be  possible,  Mr.  Whitton,  if  these  funds  are 
set  up  for  research  on  mass  transportation - 

Mr.  Whitton.  No.  All  transportation  is  what  we  are  talking 
about. 

Mr.  Fallon.  What  we  would  do  is  include  mass  transportation. 

Mr.  Whitton.  We  would  try  to  get  the  HHFA  people  to  put  in 
some  funds  from  another  source,  and  consult  with  them  as  we  are 
doing  in  many  areas. 

Mr.  Fallon.  The  authority  in  location  would  not  be  put  in  the 
hands  of  people  who  represented  the  mass  transportation  authority? 

Mr.  Whitton.  The  authority  would  remain  in  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce.  Authority  for  the  location  of  highways.  We  have  that 
in  this  bill. 

Mr.  Fallon.  I  know  in  my  city,  fixed  transportation  studies  on 
buses  have  been  going  on  since  1940,  and  they  have  had  many  studies, 
and  very  expensive  studies,  but  they  seem  to  be  in  worse  shape  now 
than  they  were  back  in  1940.  So  lots  of  money  has  been  spent  on 
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research  for  mass  transportation  in  all  of  our  big  cities,  and  I  am  just 
wondering  if  this  is  not  just  another  way  for  them  to  get  a  hand  into 
this  bill  and  continue  their  studies. 

Mr.  Whitton.  No,  I  don’t  think  so,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  this 
is  a  way  we  can  work  together  and  make  a  balanced  study  which  will 
result  in  a  benefit  to  all  transportation. 

Mr.  Scherer.  I  said  1976  before  when  we  were  thinking  about  in¬ 
cluding  this  new  provision  on  relocation  of  families.  With  this  section 
1  think  I  am  going  to  move  it  ahead  to  1980  as  the  date  of  completion. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Go  right  ahead,  Mr.  Whitton. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Its  enactment  would  in  no  way  delay  the  current 
Federal-aid  highway  program.  Reasonable  time  would  be  allowed 
for  the  States  and  local  communities  to  establish  the  continuing  plan¬ 
ning  process  that  would  be  required  and  to  produce  the  plans  to  which 
their  highway  systems  would  conform.  The  cooperative  working 
arrangements  undertaken  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  with  States 
and  localities  in  the  area  of  transportation  planning  will  permit  the 
Federal  guidance  and  leadership  necessary  to  achieve  the  objective  of 
sound  and  uniform  transportation  planning  in  metropolitan  areas. 

Mr.  Scherer.  May  I  interrupt?  I  hate  to  do  this,  but  this  is  so 
important.  1 1  would  mean  eventually,  would  it  not,  that  you  couldn’t 
get  approval  for  a  Federal-aid  highway  through  a  municipality  until 
that  municipality  conformed  its  mass  transportation  routes  to  what 
the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  or  the  Federal  Government  decided? 
Does  it  not  mean  that  eventually? 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  do  not  think  so,  Mr.  Scherer.  I  think  it  would 
mean  we  would  work  out  a  plan  for  transportation  in  the  city  that 
would  cover  the  bus  transportation,  and  there  are  not  too  many 
cities - 

Mr.  Scherer.  Let  me  interrupt.  If  the  city  does  not  follow 
through  with  a  plan  the  Federal  Government  approved  for  its  bus 
and  other  rapid  transit  systems,  they  would  not  be  able  to  eventually 
get  any  Federal-aid  highway  money,  would  they? 

Mr.  Whitton.  No,  sir;  I  don’t  think  that  is  true. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Well,  I  do,  as  I  read  the  law.  Go  ahead. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Thank  you.  The  President  has  referred  in  his 
transportation  message  to  another  important  phase  of  coordinated 
transportation  planning  for  metropolitan  areas  through  the  use  of 
funds  made  available  under  both  Federal  highway  and  housing 
legislation.  He  has  recommended - 

that  the  Federal-aid  highway  law  be  amended  to  increase  the  percentage  of 
Federal  funds  available  to  the  States  for  research  and  planning. 

Provisions  of  existing  law  regarding  the  use  of  Federal-aid  highway 
funds  apportioned  to  the  States  for  planning  and  research  purposes 
would  be  revised  significantly  under  section  8  of  H.R.  11199.  Gen¬ 
erally,  the  amount  of  such  funds  for  highway  research  would  be 
increased,  all  highway  planning  and  research  funds  would  be  matched 
by  the  States  and,  if  not  so  used,  would  lapse. 

At  present,  under  section  307(c)  of  title  23,  United  States  Code, 
not  to  exceed  1  p2  percent  of  all  Federal-aid  funds  apportioned  to  the 
States  for  any  fiscal  year  may  be  used  upon  the  request  of  the  State 
highway  department,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  for  certain  highway  planning  and  research  projects.  Although 
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it  has  been  the  policy  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  to  encourage  the 
States  to  match  such  funds,  the  law  now  provides  that  such  funds 
are  available  with  or  without  State  matching  funds. 

We  believe  that  the  language  defining  the  scope  of  highway  research 
and  planning  projects  which  may  be  undertaken  pursuant  to  section 
307(c)  is  sufficiently  flexible  to  cover  any  reasonably  foreseeable 
highway  planning  or  research  project  needed  in  connection  with  the 
Federal-aid  highway  program.  However,  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
and  the  Department  of  Commerce  have  had  under  consideration  for 
some  time  the  need  for  expanding  the  dollar  volume  of  highway 
research  activities  undertaken  by  or  through  the  State  highway 
departments  with  the  aid  of  Federal  funds.  We  have  recognized  the 
importance  of  highway  planning  and  research  in  our  recent  reorgan¬ 
ization  by  creating  an  Office  of  Planning  as  well  as  an  Office  of  Research 
within  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads. 

In  order  to  stimulate  additional  highway  research  activities  in  the 
Federal-State  cooperative  area,  an  additional  one-half  of  1  percent 
would  be  made  available  for  highway  research  purposes  from  funds 
apportioned  to  the  States  for  the  A-B-C  program.  Interstate  funds 
would  be  involved  only  with  respect  to  the  1%  percent  allocation  but 
not  the  additional  one-half  of  1  percent.  This  additional  one-half  of 
1  percent,  together  with  State  matching  funds,  would  amount  to 
almost  $10  million  annually.  This  sum  would  be  in  addition  to  the 
present  1)2  percent  which  is  currently  being  used  for  both  highway 
planning  and  highway  research. 

It  is  also  recommended  that  the  present  law  be  amended  to  require 
that  these  funds,  both  the  1  }i  percent  now  permitted  under  existing 
law  and  the  proposed  additional  one-half  of  1  percent,  be  matched  by 
the  States  in  accordance  with  the  applicable  State  matching  require¬ 
ments  of  section  120  of  title  23,  United  States  Code;  that  is,  funds 
deducted  from  Interstate  System  apportionments  would  be  matched 
generally  on  a  90-10  basis  and  A-B-C  funds  on  a  50-50  basis.  An 
exception  to  this  matching  requirement  may  be  made  where  the  Sec¬ 
retary  determines  that  the  interests  of  the  Federal-aid  highway 
program  would  be  best  served  without  such  matching. 

As  an  additional  incentive  toward  use  of  these  funds  for  planning 
and  research  purposes,  the  proposed  legislation  provides  that  planning 
and  research  funds  derived  from  funds  apportioned  for  the  A-B-C 
program  shall  lapse  in  the  same  manner  as  construction  funds  if  not 
obligated  for  the  purposes  of  section  307(c).  Any  moneys  derived 
from  interstate  funds,  however,  would  be  reapportioned  for  planning 
and  research  purposes  as  provided  under  23  U.S.C.  118(b)  for  con¬ 
struction  funds. 

The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  the  Department  of  Commerce 
urge  that  the  Congress  favorably  consider  the  enactment  of  H.R. 
11199.  Its  enactment  would  be  in  accord  with  the  program  of  the 
President,  and  it  would  further  the  objectives  of  the  administration 
iu  the  field  of  highway  transportation,  particularly  those  phases 
bearing  on  urban  highway  transportation  problems. 

With  the  permission  of  the  committee,  I  should  like  to  cover  some 
matters  of  broad  significance  to  our  program  that  I  have  referred  to 
only  briefly  at  the  outset  of  this  statement. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  may  I  would  like  to  jump  through  these 
pages  that  are  ahead.  On  page  13  I  would  like  to  read  the  first 
paragraph . 
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We  are  pleased  to  advise  you  again  that  the  highway  program  is 
on  schedule  in  relation  to  the  revenues  available  in  the  highway  trust 
fund.  Revenues  accruing  to  the  fund  since  July  1,  1956,  have  totaled 
$12,484  billion  and  expenditures  have  totaled  $12,283  billion.  On 
January  1,  1962,  the  balance  in  the  highway  trust  fund  was  $201 
million. 

The  status  of  improvement  of  the  Interstate  System  as  of  December 
31,  1961,  is  shown  on  the  attached  map  and  summarized  by  States 
in  the  attached  table  1. 

A  total  of  12,296  miles  of  the  Interstate  System  has  now  been 
improved  and  open  to  traffic,  as  shown  in  figure  1,  representing  an 
increase  of  1,856  miles  during  the  past  year.  This  total  mileage 
improved  and  open  to  traffic  includes  7,722  miles  improved  with 
interstate  funds,  2,271  miles  improved  with  other  public  funds,  and 
2,303  miles  of  toll  roads  incorporated  in  the  system  as  authorized  by 
the  1956  legislation. 

Now,  I  would  like  to  go  to  page  14  and  read  the  third  paragraph. 

We  have  now  reached  almost  the  one-third  point  in  authorizations 
for  completion  of  the  Interstate  System.  As  shown  in  table  2  covering 
work  authorized  through  December  31,  1961,  preliminary  engineering 
work  has  been  authorized  covering  54  percent  of  the  total  program. 
About  48  percent  of  the  right-of-way  acquisition  work  has  been 
authorized.  Contracts  have  been  advertised  on  27  percent  of  the 
work.  In  total,  the  work  authorized  to  date  represents  31  percent  of 
the  total  cost  of  the  Interstate  System  as  developed  in  the  1961 
estimate. 

Then  I  would  like  to  turn  to  page  17. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Could  I  stop  you  there,  Mr.  Wliitton?  You  say 
that  12,296  miles  of  the  Interstate  System  have  been  opened. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Are  now  being  used. 

Mr.  Scherer.  You  mean  opened  to  traffic;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Scherer.  What  portion  of  that  still  does  not  meet  Interstate 
System  standards  and  has  to  be  brought  up? 

Mr.  Whitton.  About  half  of  it.  And  2,000  miles  of  it  are  on  the 
toll  roads. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Where  would  the  cost  of  that  leave  you? 

Mr.  Whitton.  It  will  be  done  before  the  end  of  the  interstate 
program.  It  will  be  brought  up  to  standard. 

Air.  Scherer.  But  that  cost  is  in  now? 

Mr.  Whitton.  That  cost  is  in  the  estimate. 

Mr.  Scherer.  All  right. 

Mr.  Whitton.  On  page  17,  the  first  paragraph. 

The  Federal-aid  highway  program  is  being  advanced  at  the  maxi¬ 
mum  level  that  can  be  supported  from  revenues  accruing  to  the  high¬ 
way  trust  fund.  The  1963  fiscal  year  apportionments  made  last  August 
included  the  A-B-C  apportionment  of  $925  million  and  interstate  ap¬ 
portionment  of  $2.4  billion  as  authorized  by  the  1961  act. 

Scheduling  of  obligations  continues  to  be  necessary  in  ord  r  that 
the  trust  fund  balance  will  be  adequate  to  reimburse  the  States 
promptly  for  work  done. 

Now  I  would  like  to  turn  to  page  20,  in  the  middle  of  the  page  there, 
the  table  right  above  it  shows  our  actual  cost  as  compared  with  our 
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estimated  cost.  Our  actual  cost  now  is  99.9  percent  of  our  estimate, 
which  is  really  good. 

Then  on  the  next  page  is  a  map  which  shows  the  progress  of  the 
Interstate  System,  and  at  the  bottom  of  that  page,  page  21,  is  a  bar 
graph  giving  you  those  figures  I  have  just  read. 

Then  I  would  like  to  turn  to  page  32  and  read  a  portion  of  that, 
beginning  with  the  second  paragraph.  That  has  to  do  with  the  ad¬ 
ministrative  controls  exercised  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads. 

In  cooperation  with  the  Department  of  Justice,  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  has  prepared  proposed  legislation  recently  submitted 
to  the  Congress  by  the  Department  of  Commerce  and  introduced  as 
H.R.  10822  which  recognizes  this  increased  Federal  interest.  Its  pur¬ 
pose  is  to  assist  in  meeting  the  problems  of  the  irregularities  which 
have  occurred  in  the  highway  program.  These  irregularities  involved 
only  a  very  small  percentage  of  total  Federal-aid  projects;  however, 
we  do  not  and  will  not  overlook  their  seriousness.  The  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  has  instituted  effective  administrative  controls,  which 
I  will  discuss  in  a  moment,  over  Federal-aid  highway  projects,  with 
a  view  toward  preventing  such  irregularities.  Nevertheless,  we 
believe  that  it  is  necessary  and  desirable  to  provide  Federal  law 
enforcement  agencies  with  appropriate  authority  to  act  when  neces¬ 
sary  and  to  provide  penalties  under  Federal  law  for  frauds  and  other 
offenses  committed  by  both  public  officers  or  employees  and  private 
individuals. 

Almost  5  years  ago,  the  Bureau  established  its  Project  Examination 
Division,  for  purposes  of  review  of  both  Bureau  and  State  operations. 
This  Division,  which  was  initially  composed  of  a  very  few  persons 
now  numbers  some  30  professional  people,  including  trained  investi¬ 
gators,  and  has  been  instrumental  in  turning  to  fight  a  number  of 
questionable  practices. 

I  wish  to  discuss  with  you  the  administrative  actions  that  Public 
Roads  has  undertaken  to  meet  the  problems  of  fraud  and  of  other 
improprieties  in  connection  with  the  highway  program. 

Many  of  these  problems  have  occurred  in  the  right-of-way  field. 
Malfeasance  in  particular  States  has  received  considerable  publicity 
within  the  last  18  months.  To  correct  these  situations  and  to  prevent 
reoccurence,  we  are  providing  specialized  training  and  guidance  for 
Bureau  and  State  personnel  assigned  to  right-of-way  activities.  Area 
seminars  are  regularly  convened  to  bring  these  Federal  and  State  em¬ 
ployees  together  to  discuss  Bureau  requirements  and  problems  of 
concern  to  both  levels  of  government. 

Mr.  Fallon.  May  I  interrupt?  What  you  are  giving  us  now  in  the 
appendix  is  information  for  the  committee. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Fallon.  And  it  does  not  pertain  to  the  legislation  that  we  have 
before  us? 

Mr.  Whitton.  No. 

Mr.  Fallon.  I  was  wondering  if  it  would  be  convenient  for  you  to 
come  back  at  another  time  after  the  Easter  recess  and  brief  us  on  the 
accomplishments. 

Mr.  W  hitton.  Yes,  sir.  I  will  be  glad  to,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  my 
point  is  this - 

Mr.  Fallon.  I  think  the  committee  would  like  to  have  this  infor¬ 
mation,  but  unfortunately  we  are  limited  as  far  as  time  is  concerned. 
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We  have  other  witnesses  here,  so  I  think  if  the  members  can  confine 
their  questions  to  the  legislation  that  is  before  us,  I  think  we  can  get 
along  more  rapidly  and  it  would  be  to  everybody’s  advantage. 

Mr.  Whitton.  That  will  be  very  satisfactory. 

Mr.  Fallon.  I  have  just  one  question  I  would  like  to  ask  you,  and 
that  goes  back  to  the  authorization  and  appropriations  for  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  for  the  next  2  years,  especially  the  acceleration  of  the  $25 
million  as  you  recommended  and  the  administration’s  recommendation 
of  $25  million  for  2  years.  My  bill  increases  it  $25  million  the  first 
year  and  $50  million  the  second.  I  did  that  for  two  reasons:  I 
thought  we  had  the  obligation  to  the  Members  who  supported  us  in 
this  legislation  year  after  year,  and  the  majority  of  the  Members  of 
Congress  do  not  have  an  Interstate  System  road  in  their  districts. 
The  things  they  spend  money  on  is  improvement  of  roads  for  the 
A-B-C  system. 

In  addition  to  that  we  have  some  legislation  here  from  the  ad¬ 
ministration  saying  that  there  are  a  number  of  soft  spots  throughout 
the  country,  not  so  much  in  the  urban  areas  but  in  the  rural  areas,  and 
we  know  that  a  big  amount  of  A-B-C  system  goes  into  every  con¬ 
gressional  district.  It  goes  into  every  city  and  county.  This  is  an 
advantage  to  the  smaller  contractors.  Many  of  our  contractors  do 
not  have  enough  capital  to  bid  on  the  Interstate  System  contracts, 
because  those  contracts  are  larger  and  their  organizations  have  to  be 
larger  or  they  do  not  even  qualify. 

This  does  two  things.  It  pleases  the  Members  who  do  not  have  an 
Interstate  System  road  in  their  district,  but  who  have  supported  the 
bills  and  legislation  in  the  past,  and  also  it  helps  to  make  work  for 
many  of  the  small  contractors  throughout  the  country  who  cannot  bid 
on  the  other  systems. 

I  was  hoping,  knowing  your  experience  in  the  roadbuilding  program 
in  a  great  big  State  where  they  try  to  help  every  segment  of  the  State 
for  several  reasons — one  is  economy  and  another  might  be  a  reason 
which  we  are  not  talking  about  today — we  hoped  to  get  your  approval 
for  increasing  the  ABC  $75  million  over  2  years  rather  than  $50 
million. 

Are  there  any  other  questions  of  Mr.  Whitton  on  my  right? 

Mr.  Edmondson.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  had  an  opportunity  to 
read  Mr.  Whitton’s  statement  and  1  am  particularly  interested  in 
his  comments  about  the  training  program  which  is  underway  in  the 
Bureau,  and  the  results  which  they  are  already  accomplishing  with 
that  training  department.  1  want  to  congratulate  him  upon  t  lie 
emphasis  which  he  has  been  placing  on  that  phase  of  activity  of  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads.  I  do  not  know  whether  he  has  had  an 
opportunity  as  yet  to  reach  any  conclusions  regarding  the  proposal 
which  seven  members  of  this  subcommittee  have  so  far  joined  in 
sponsoring  to  enlarge  that  training  concept  and  get  a  national  highway 
academy  started  under  his  able  direction,  but  if  he  has  any  conclusions 
as  yet  on  it  I  would  certainly  be  interested  in  hearing  them. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Mr.  Edmondson,  I  have  not  studied  it  very  care¬ 
fully,  but  I  do  have  an  opinion.  I  am,  of  course,  completely  in 
accord  with  the  idea  of  training,  and  I  think  it  needs  to  be  carried 
out  to  the  fullest  extent  possible.  However,  I  do  not  know  that  1  am 
quite  in  accord  with  the  academy  idea.  The  States  are  doing  a 
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tremendous  job  and  getting  ready  to  do  a  tremendous  job  on  that, 
I  think.  They  have  done  a  lot  of  work  and  many  of  them  are  trying 
to  expand  the  work  which  they  have  done. 

Personally  I  would  like  to  go  along  and  see  if  they  cannot  get  the 
job  done  in  the  States  with  our  help,  rather  than  to  establish  a  formal 
academy  at  this  time.  There  are  many  people  involved.  There  are 
probably  30,000  or  40,000  people  involved  in  this  training  program, 
and  I  believe  we  can  get  a  better  job  done  at  home  with  the  State 
universities  and  available  universities,  and  with  our  help  where  they 
want  it.  I  would  like  to  try  that.  That  is  what  I  think  right  today. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  That  is  what  we  have  been  trying  for  about  i5 
years,  isn’t  it? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes,  sir.  Well,  I  believe  we  are  making  progress. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Any  other  questions?  Mr.  Scherer. 

Mr.  Scherer.  I  want  to  say  that  I  would  not  want  anybody  to 
feel  that  the  type  of  questions  I  have  asked  this  morning  is  in  any 
way  indicative,  Mr.  Whitton,  of  any  criticism  of  your  administration 
of  the  highway  program.  I  think  you  have  done  an  outstanding 
job  since  you  have  been  Highway  Administrator. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Scherer.  And  I  approve  it  1,000  percent.  What  I  am  trying 
to  do  is  to  prevent  Congress  from  passing  legislation  which  would 
throw  roadblocks  in  your  way  and  prevent  you  from  completing  this 
program  on  time. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Mr.  Scherer,  it  is  hard  for  me  to  express  my  real 
appreciation  of  this  committee  and  its  members  and  the  fine  work 
that  they  have  done  in  making  possible  the  road  program.  You  can  be 
sure  that  we  will  be  guided  by  your  judgment.  We  are  presenting  our 
opinions. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Mr.  Whitton,  in  this  discussion  which  you  had  a 
moment  ago  with  Mr.  Fallon,  as  to  the  relative  merits  of  the  approach 
which  his  bill  used,  which  provided  $950  million  the  first  year  and 
$975  million  the  second  year,  and  the  approach  in  H.R.  11191  which 
keeps  the  $950  million  both  years,  could  you  give  us  your  estimate? 
This  is  somewhat  dependent  on  how  rapidly  the  trust  fund  is  increas¬ 
ing  year  by  year,  depending  on  the  additional  sales  of  gasoline.  We 
have  already  a  bill  for  the  Interstate  System  program  specifying  how 
much  is  to  be  made  available  for  the  year,  that  would  be  comparable  to 
this  year.  Do  you  anticipate  that  there  will  be  sufficient  funds  coming 
into  the  trust  fund  during  the  2  years  provided  for  in  this  bill  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  full  authorizations  for  the  Federal  Interstate  System  highway 
program,  and  also  to  provide  for  the  $950  million  each  year? 

Mr.  Whitton.  There  are  sufficient  funds,  they  teil  me,  but  it  is 
very  tight  to  handle  the  authorization. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Let  me  ask  you:  If  it  were  increased  to  $975  million 
the  second  year,  would  there  still  be  sufficient  funds,  or  would  there 
be  a  doubt? 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  think  the  estimated  revenues  would  about  do  it. 
You  remember  right  now  I  said  we  foresee  and,  of  course,  you  recog¬ 
nize  how  far  we  can  foresee,  that  there  will  be  a  balance  at  the  end  of 
it  of  somewhat  over  $100  million. 
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Mr.  Baldwin.  You  are  talking  about  at  the  end  of  the  whole  15 
years. 

Mr.  Whitton.  It  is  not  15,  but  to  1972.  Yes.  Then  if  we  use  the 
$75  million,  as  one  bill  would  suggest,  we  would  theoretically  have  a 
balance  of  about  $100  million.  So  that  is  too  close,  really,  to  make 
positive  statements  one  way  or  another  as  I  see  it.  Certainly  there 
are  pluses  on  both  sides  of  that. 

Mr.  Scherer.  If  you  followed  Mr.  Moses’  recommendation, 
though,  and  paid  for  removal  costs  to  the  extent  he  recommended  in 
his  testimony  we  would  not  come  out,  would  we? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Well,  that  would  be  $50  million  additional  cost. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Let  me  suggest  this,  Mr.  Whitton.  If  more  money 
is  put  into  the  ABC,  there  are  more  matching  funds  made  available, 
which  actually  increases  the  amount,  that  is,  increasing  the  A  B  C  on 
a  50-50  basis  of  matching  would  actually  increase  or  put  more  money 
into  the  roadbuilding  program  than  we  send  money  out  on  a  90-10 
basis. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes,  sir.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Fallon.  So  that  is  another  thought  I  had  in  mind.  We  are 
actually  spending  more  money  for  roads,  even  though  no  more  money 
comes  out  of  the  trust  fund.  Is  that  right? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Are  there  any  more  questions? 

Mr.  Robison.  Mr.  Whitton,  if  I  remind  you  I  am  from  New  York, 
you  can  probably  guess  what  I  am  going  to  ask  you.  We  have 
reached  the  one-third  point  in  the  construction  of  the  Interstate 
System,  at  least  partly  because  a  substantial  number  of  miles  of 
preexisting  toll  and  free  roads  have  been  incorporated  into  the  system. 
My  question  is,  Has  there  been  any  change  in  the  Department’s  view 
toward  the  perplexing  problem  of  reimbursement  for  these  roads? 

Mr.  Whitton.  No,  sir.  We  think  that  reimbursement  should 
occur,  if  it  does,  after  the  Interstate  System  has  been  completed. 

Mr.  Robison.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Are  there  any  other  questions? 

Mr.  Whitton.  May  I  say  one  further  thing? 

Mr.  Fallon.  Yes. 

Mr.  Whitton.  The  work  we  have  done  to  date — -and  this  is  the 
big  plus  of  improvement  work — saved  2,000  lives  we  think,  last  year 
in  1961 ;  and  this  committee  made  that  possible.  Thank  you  for  the 
opportunity. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Whitton,  I  want  to  thank  you  and  Mr.  Turner 
for  coming  up  here  this  morning.  As  always  your  testimony  is  very 
beneficial  to  the  committee.  In  behalf  of  the  committee  I  want  to 
thank  you  again,  and  you,  too,  Mr.  Turner. 

Mr.  Turner.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Fallon.  We  have  before  us  our  next  witness,  the  representa¬ 
tive  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  Mr.  Arthur  W.  Greeley. 
Mr.  Greeley,  what  section  of  the  bill  do  you  confine  your  testimony  to? 

(Two  letters,  April  20  including  two  tables  and  May  7,  will  be  found 
beginning  on  p.  223.) 
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STATEMENT  OF  ARTHUR  W.  GREELEY,  ASSISTANT  CHIEF,  FOREST 

SERVICE,  ACCOMPANIED  BY  REYNOLDS  G.  FLORANCE,  DIREC¬ 
TOR,  DIVISION  OF  LEGISLATIVE  LIAISON,  DEPARTMENT  OF 

AGRICULTURE 

Mr.  Greeley.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  will  talk  to  a  section  which  deals 
with  the  authorization  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails,  sec¬ 
tion  2,  part  (3).  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  with  me  Mr.  Reynolds  G. 
Florance,  who  is  the  Director  of  our  Division  of  Legislative  Liaison, 
and  with  your  permission  I  would  like  to  have  him  sit  with  me. 

Mr.  Fallon.  We  are  delighted  to  have  him. 

Mr.  Scherer.  What  page? 

Mr.  Greeley.  I  have  before  me  H.R.  11199. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Mr.  Buckley’s  bill. 

Mr.  Greeley.  The  forest  development  roads  and  trails  appears  on 
page  2,  line  17,  and  in  other  bills  it  will  be  at  the  comparable  place  at 
about  the  same  page  and  same  line. 

Mr.  Fallon.  That  increases  the  amount  of  authorization  from - 

Mr.  Greeley.  The  present  authorization,  Mr.  Fallon,  is  $40 
million. 

Mr.  Fallon.  And  that  increases  it  for  1963,  $10  million? 

Mr.  Greeley.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Fallon.  In  1964  it  goes  to  $70  million? 

Mr.  Greeley.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Fallon.  And  in  1965  it  is  $85  million;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Greeley.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Fallon.  From  $40  million  in  each  case? 

Mr.  Greeley.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  also  insert  that  a  report  from  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  has  been  approved  and  made  available  this 
morning  to  members  of  the  committee? 

Mr.  Chairman  and  committee  members,  I  appreciate  this  opportun¬ 
ity  to  appear  before  you  regarding  H.R.  9725  and  H.R.  11199  and  also 
a  third  bill,  H.R.  9848. 

These  bills  would  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964- 
65  and  for  the  construction  of  certain  highways  in  accordance  with 
title  23  of  the  United  States  Code.  H.R.  11199  would  also  authorize 
additional  appropriations  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  for 
fiscal  year  1963. 

These  bills  are  of  interest  to  the  Department  of  Agriculture  because 
they  would  provide  authorizations  for  both  of  the  ground  transporta¬ 
tion  systems  which  serve  the  national  forests.  One  of  these  is  the 
forest  highway  system;  the  other  is  the  forest  development  road  and 
trail  system.  Both  systems  are  essential  for  developing  and  obtaining 
the  maximum  practicable  yield  and  use  of  the  products  and  services 
of  these  forests  on  a  continuing  basis  in  accordance  with  the  Multiple 
Use-Sustained  Yield  Act  of  June  12,  1960  (Public  Law  86-517). 

THE  NATIONAL  FOREST  SYSTEM 

The  154  national  forests  and  18  national  grasslands  in  the  national 
forest  system  consist  of  186  million  acres  of  Federal  lands  and  waters 
located  in  39  States  and  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico.  These 
lands  yield  water,  timber,  forage,  recreation  services,  fish,  big  game, 
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other  wildlife,  and  minerals.  They  include  the  most  important  water¬ 
shed  lands  in  the  West  and  the  headwater  lands  of  many  important 
rivers  in  the  East. 

Western  agriculture  and  industry  are  heavily  dependent  on  water 
flowing  from  national  forest  watersheds.  They  are  the  principal 
source  of  water  for  1,800  municipalities  in  the  West.  These  include 
major  metropolitan  areas  such  as  Los  Angeles,  Phoenix,  Portland, 
Salt  Lake  City,  San  Francisco,  and  Seattle.  In  the  East  these  water¬ 
sheds  provide  high-quality  water  supplies  to  many  communities  and 
industries.  They  also  help  regulate  streamflow  and  reduce  flood 
potentials  on  many  rivers  and  streams. 

The  national  forests  contain  16  percent  of  the  commercial  forest 
lands  and  about  34  percent  of  the  live  sawtimber  inventory  in  the  50 
States  of  the  Nation. 

In  fiscal  year  1961  the  cut  of  timber  in  the  national  forests  was 
8.4  billion  board  feet  valued  at  $98.4  million.  This  timber  cut  had 
a  consumer  value  of  about  $2  billion.  Hundreds  of  thousands  of 
people  gain  their  livelihood  processing  timber  grown  in  the  national 
forests.  In  fiscal  year  1961  the  harvest  from  the  national  forests 
provided  over  400,000  man-years  of  work. 

The  national  forests  are  the  habitat  of  over  one-third  of  the  big-game 
population  of  the  country.  In  addition,  the  forests  provide  a  large 
amount  of  small-game  hunting.  There  are  about  81,000  miles  of 
fishing  streams  and  3  million  acres  of  natural  lakes  and  impounded 
waters  in  the  national  forests. 

The  national  forests  are  of  increasing  importance  for  outdoor 
recreation  as  witnessed  by  the  steady  rise  in  the  number  of  persons 
visiting  them  for  recreation  each  year.  In  1950  there  were  27.4 
million  recreation  visits  to  the  national  forests;  in  1960  there  were 
92.6  million;  and  in  1961  there  were  102  million  such  recreation  visits. 

The  60  million  acres  of  rangelands  in  the  national  forests  provide 
forage  for  livestock  owned  by  20,000  ranchers.  Over  one-fifth  of  the 
sheep  and  one-eighth  of  the  cattle  in  the  Western  States  graze  national 
forest  range  for  a  portion  of  each  year. 

In  fiscal  year  1961  the  total  income  to  the  U.S.  Treasury  from 
national  forest  revenues  was  $99.6  million. 

FOREST  HIGHWAYS 

Forest  highways  are  parts  of  Federal-aid,  State,  county,  and  other 
public  highways  in  and  adjacent  to  the  national  forests.  They  are  of 
primary  importance  to  the  States,  counties,  and  communities  for 
intrastate  and  interstate  traffic  and  transport.  These  highways  also 
provide  primary  access  to  and  outlet  from  forest  development  roads 
and  trails.  They  are  heavily  used  by  persons  visiting  the  national 
forests  for  recreation  and  other  purposes.  Most  of  the  products  of  the 
forests  move  over  these  highways  en  route  to  mill  or  market. 

The  forest  highway  system  is  administered  by  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  through  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads.  According  to  the 
latest  Report  on  Operation,  Forest  Highway  System,  1960,  U.S. 
Department  of  Commerce,  there  are  24,623.3  miles  of  roads  in  the 
designated  forest  highway  system.  The  same  report  gave  an  estimate 
of  $2.5  billion  as  the  cost  of  the  additional  work  needed  on  the  system 
as  of  June  30,  1960. 
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FOREST  DEVELOPMENT  ROADS  AND  TRAILS 

Forest  development  roads  and  trails  provide  access  to  national 
forest  lands  for  the  protection,  development,  and  multiple-use  man¬ 
agement  of  the  forests,  including  resources  of  which  communities  in 
and  near  the  forests  are  dependent.  This  system  of  roads  and  trails 
is  administered  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  through  the  Forest 
Service. 

As  of  June  30,  1961,  there  were  179,213  miles  of  roads  and  106,577 
miles  of  trails  on  record  in  the  forest  development  system.  It  is 
estimated  that  when  completely  installed  this  system  will  consist  of 
542,250  miles  of  access  roads  and  that  the  trail  network  would  be 
reduced  to  80,000  miles.  In  1958  it  was  estimated  that  the  cost  of 
installing  the  eventual  system  would  be  about  $6.7  billion.  About 
80  percent  of  the  roads  and  trails  that  will  eventually  be  needed  should 
be  installed  by  the  year  2000  to  assure  meeting  the  annual  demand  for 
use  of  the  wood,  water,  forage,  wildlife,  and  recreation  resources  of 
the  national  forests  that  will  exist  on  a  continuing  basis  at  that  time. 

An  adequate  system  of  forest  development  roads  and  trails  is 
essential  now  to  the  proper  development  and  beneficial  use  of  the 
national  forests  and  their  resources. 

The  presence  or  lack  of  access  by  road  or  trail  has  a  direct  and 
controlling  influence  on  most  phases  of  forest  management  and 
utilization  such  as — 

(a)  The  protection  of  National  Forest  resources  from  fire, 
insects,  and  disease; 

(b)  The  use  of  recreation,  hunting,  and  fishing  areas; 

(c)  The  volume  of  timber  that  can  be  marketed,  especially  for 
small  sales,  and  the  support  of  dependent  communities  and 
small  business  enterprises;  and 

(d)  The  level  of  salvage  cutting  in  dead  and  dying  timber 
stands  and  the  opportunity  to  promptly  salvage  losses  resulting 
from  fire,  windstorm,  insects,  and  disease. 

The  existence  of  a  road  system  permits  an  intensity  of  management 
and  use  for  all  national  forest  purposes  that  is  not  otherwise  possible. 
Furthermore,  roads  that  give  access  to  national  forest  timber  are 
investments  which  pay  their  own  way  over  a  period  of  years.  Use  of 
these  roads  by  the  public  results  in  substantial  benefits  to  the  localities 
the  roads  serve. 

The  long-range  objective  of  this  Department  is  to  provide  and 
maintain  a  system  of  forest  development  roads  and  trails  which  will 
adequately  service  the  national  forest  system  at  the  levels  needed  to 
meet  expected  needs  and  optimum  production  of  products  and  services. 
For  the  year  2000  we  anticipate  this  will  mean  servicing  (a)  the  protec¬ 
tion  requirements  of  watersheds  producing  at  least  200  million  acre- 
feet  of  water  each  year;  ( b )  recreation  and  wildlife  resources  used  each 
year  by  635  million  visitors;  (c)  a  timber  resource  supporting  an  annual 
cut  of  21  billion  board  feet;  and  ( d )  60  million  acres  of  rangelands. 
At  this  level  of  performance  these  federally  owned  properties  will 
return  an  estimated  $400  million  annually  to  the  U.S.  Treasury  in 
the  form  of  receipts. 

In  the  1961  messages  on  natural  resources  and  American  agriculture. 
President  Kennedy  indicated,  among  other  things,  a  need  to  rejuvenate 
the  Forest  Service’s  long-range  program  for  the  development  and 
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improvement  of  the  national  forests.  A  substantial  reduction  was 
called  for  in  losses  from  forest  insects  and  diseases.  Intensified  fire 
protection  was  urged.  The  Secretary  of  Agriculture  responded  to  the 
President’s  urging  that  forest  development  on  public  lands  be  accel¬ 
erated  by  preparing  a  revised  development  program  for  the  national 
forests.  This  10-year  program,  geared  to  getting  the  national  forest 
system  ready  to  meet  the  demands  tha  t,  will  be  placed  upon  it  by  the 
year  2000,  was  transmitted  by  the  President  to  the  Congress  in  Sep¬ 
tember  1961.  At  that  time  the  President  emphasized  the  need  for 
more  consideration  for  roads  and  trails  and  stated: 

I  am  confident  that  this  program  will  he  carefully  reviewed  by  the  appropriate 
congressional  committees  and  that  significant  progress  can  be  made  in  this 
important  field. 

The  President’s  conservation  message  to  the  Congress  of  March  1, 
1962,  cited  the  need  to  accelerate  the  development  of  national  forest 
multiple-purpose  roads  and  trails  to  implement  the  10-year  develop¬ 
ment  program. 

Service  at  the  levels  of  production  and  utilization  visualized  in  this 
development  program  will  eventually  require  the  construction  of 
about  379,000  miles  of  new  roads  and  6,000  miles  of  new  trails,  along 
with  the  reconstruction  to  higher  standards  of  about  105,000  miles  of 
roads  and  10,500  miles  of  trails.  About  26,500  miles  of  existing  trails. 
About  26,500  miles  of  existing  trails  will  be  replaced  in  service  by  the 
construction  of  new  roads.  About  80  percent  of  these  long-range 
requirements  should  be  met  by  the  year  2000. 

Program  proposals  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  for  the 
10-year  period  1963-72  are  as  follows: 

1.  Complete  the  construction  and  reconstruction  of  about  79,400 
miles  of  multiple-purpose  roads  and  8,000  miles  of  trails.  This  con¬ 
stitutes  about  17  percent  of  the  long-range  requirements  for  these 
facilities. 

Approximately  40  percent  of  the  value  of  roads  for  access  to  timber 
planned  for  this  period  will  be  provided  by  purchasers  of  national 
forest  timber,  but  paid  for  by  the  Government  through  adjustment 
of  stumpage  prices. 

2.  Provide  maintenance  to  full  standards  on  the  268,900  miles  of 
existing  access  roads  and  trails  and  on  the  new  roads  and  trails  that 
will  be  constructed  during  the  period. 

The  estimated  cost  of  the  road  and  trail  construction  proposed  in 
this  10-year  program  is  approximately  $1.7  billion,  of  which  about 
$1.2  billion  should  be  financed  with  appropriated  funds.  The  balance 
of  about  $0.5  billion  would  constitute  work  performed  by  purchasers 
of  national  forest  stumpage  and  would  be  financed  by  appropriate 
allowances  in  the  appraisals  of  timber  offered  for  sale.  During  the 
same  decade  about  $242  million  will  be  required  for  maintenance  of 
the  system.  For  this  work  about  $182  million  appropriated  funds 
will  be  needed.  The  balance — $60  million — represents  the  value  of 
maintenance  work  that  will  be  required  of  purchasers  of  national 
forest  timber  during  the  period. 

Because  an  adequate  system  of  roads  and  trails  is  essential  for  the 
other  phases  of  the  10-year  development  program,  orderly  execution 
of  the  rest  of  the  development  program  for  the  national  forests  re¬ 
quires  substantial  investments  in  road  construction  for  each  year  of 
the  program  beginning  with  fiscal  year  1963. 
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In  the  1962  message  on  the  conservation  program,  the  President 
recommended  approval  of  legislation  to  accelerate  the  development 
of  national  forest  multiple-purpose  roads  and  trails.  The  level  of 
authorizations  which  I  will  now  discuss  and  recommend  are  those  to 
which  the  President  had  reference  in  the  message. 

The  authorization  provided  in  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1960 
for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  for  fiscal  year  1963  falls 
critically  below  the  level  of  financing  now  seen  as  needed.  In  the 
fiscal  year  1963  budget,  which  is  now  being  acted  on  by  the  Congress, 
the  road  portion  of  the  development  program  for  the  national  forests 
is  financed  at  68  percent,  while  the  program  as  a  whole,  exclusive  of 
research,  is  being  financed  at  about  84.5  percent  of  the  planned  level. 
Consequently,  in  order  to  catch  up,  there  is  urgent  need  for  the 
additional  fiscal  year  1963  authorization  that  is  requested  here. 

For  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  authorizations  of  $70  and  $85 
million,  respectively,  will  be  necessary  to  keep  the  program  on  schedule 
and  provide  the  access  needed  to  harvest  the  timber  cut  projected  for 
these  years  and  to  meet  critical  needs  for  fire  and  recreation  roads. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Do  I  understand,  Witness,  that  you  are  asking  for 
an  increase  from  $33  million  which  you  now  get - 

Mr.  Greeley.  The  $33  million,  Mr.  Scherer,  is  the  authorization 
for  the  forest  highways. 

Mr.  Scherer.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Greeley.  And  this  testimony  goes  to  the  authorization  for 
the  forest  development  roads.  We  are  making  no  recommendation 
with  reference  to  the  forest  highways,  since  this  is  a  function  of  the 
Department  of  Commerce. 

Mr.  Scherer.  You  get  $40  million  now? 

Mr.  Greeley.  Yes. 

Mr.  Scherer.  And  the  Fallon  bill  provides  for  $40  million,  and 
you  are  asking  for  that  amount  to  be  increased  to  $70  million  for 
1964,  and  $85  million  for  1965? 

Mr.  Greeley.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Scherer.  And  this  money  does  not  come  out  of  the  trust  fund, 
but  out  of  the  general  fund? 

Mr.  Greeley.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Scherer.  You  know  that  is  going  to  be  borrowed  money, 
don’t  you,  because  we  are  broke? 

Mr.  Greeley.  This  is  an  activity  in  which  the  funds  that  are 
expended  constitute  an  investment,  with  a  major  portion  returned 
through  the  value  of  stumpage  sold. 

Mr.  Scherer.  I  just  wanted  to  know  if  you  understand  we  would 
have  to  borrow  this  increased  amount,  because  we  are  going  to  run  a 
deficit  of  about  $8  billion  this  year. 

Mr.  Greeley.  I  guess  if  I  understand  figures  that  large,  sir,  I  do 
understand  the  point  you  are  making. 

We  therefore  recommend  the  enactment  of  H.R.  11199  insofar  as 
it  relates  to  the  authorizations  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails. 

BENEFITS  THAT  WILL  ACCRUE  FROM  THE  DEVELOPMENT  PROGRAM  FOR 

THE  NATIONAL  FORESTS 

Under  this  10-year  development  program,  management  and 
utilization  of  national  forest  resources  will  keep  pace  with  population 
growth  and  national  economic  development  and  needs. 
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Many  of  the  benefits  from  the  development  program  for  the  10-year 
period  will  carry  over,  or  will  be  unrealized,  until  after  the  end  of  the 
period.  Investments  in  such  measures  as  roadbuilding,  tree  planting, 
range  reseeding,  water  conservation,  recreation,  and  other  improve¬ 
ments  proposed  in  the  initial  period  are  geared  not  only  to  short-term 
needs,  but  also  to  the  longer  range  objectives  of  meeting  expected 
demands  on  the  national  forest  system  during  the  remainder  of  the 
century. 

Benefits  include  direct  financial  revenues,  secondary  benefits,  and 
intangible  values. 

Direct  financial  revenues  from  the  national  forest  system  will  rise 
to  about  $230  million  annually  by  the  time  the  10-year  program  is 
completed,  or  nearly  double  current  receipts.  These  receipts  will 
then  continue  to  exceed  annual  operating  expenses  of  the  program. 
On  the  current  basis  of  fees  for  uses  and  products,  over  90  percent  of 
revenues  will  continue  to  come  from  the  sale  of  standing  timber.  By 
the  year  2000  the  annual  worth  of  the  national  forest  timber  sales 
should  reach  $350  million,  based  on  1960  prices. 

Payments  from  national  forest  revenues  for  county  schools  and 
roads  will  increase  correspondingly. 

The  capital  value  of  the  timber,  forage,  and  lands  of  the  national 
forest  system  will  have  increased  by  about  $2  billion  as  a  result  of  the 
10-year  program. 

Secondary  benefits  include  such  things  as  numbers  of  people  em¬ 
ployed  directly  on  the  10-year  program  work  and  the  harvesting  of 
national  forest  timber  and  other  products  and  the  value  added  to 
those  products  by  manufacture,  distribution,  and  marketing.  An¬ 
other  very  important  benefit  from  the  immediate  implementation  of 
the  program  would  be  the  acceleration  of  resource  development  in 
areas  of  labor  surplus  and  low  rural  income.  Of  the  186  million  acres 
of  land  under  Forest  Service  administration,  approximately  80  million 
acres  are  in  or  adjacent  to  present  areas  of  labor  surplus  and  low  rural 
incomes.  The  planned  work  and  the  resultant  resource  development 
would  contribute  materially  to  accelerating  the  economy  of  these  areas. 

In  timber  alone,  it  is  estimated  that  for  every  dollar  of  national 
forest  stumpage  sold,  the  end  products  will  be  worth  about  $20  by 
the  time  they  reach  the  ultimate  consumer.  This  means  that  the 
annual  sale  of  13  billion  board-feet  of  sawtimber  expected  to  be 
reached  by  the  end  of  the  10-year  period  will  have  a  total  consumer 
value  of  over  $4  billion.  The  estimated  employment  directly  asso¬ 
ciated  with  the  utilization  of  timber  harvested  from  the  national 
forests  will  amount  to  about  S00,000  man-years  annually  by  1972. 
This  will  be  about  twice  the  current  level. 

It  is  estimated  that  recreational  use  of  the  national  forest  system 
will  reach  195  million  visits  by  1972,  in  contrast  to  the  92.5  million 
visits  in  1960,  and  a  probable  635  million  by  2000.  The  recreationists 
making  these  195  million  visits  will  put  into  trade  channels  substantial 
amounts  of  money  for  sporting  equipment,  transportation,  licenses, 
lodging,  and  other  items. 

Most  of  t lie  truly  intangible  values  of  the  national  forests  are  expe¬ 
rienced  by  those  millions  of  people  who  use  the  national  forests  for 
reasons  other  than  commercial  utilization  of  resources.  No  measure 
of  value  expresses  the  real  worth  of  the  relaxation,  pleasure,  rest, 
spiritual  satisfaction,  and  improvement  in  health  derived  from  recrea¬ 
tion  use  of  the  national  forests. 
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Nor  can  there  be  any  complete  assessment  in  dollars  of  the  lives 
saved,  damage  prevented,  and  resources  preserved  by  improved  ac¬ 
cessibility,  suppression  of  insect  and  disease  epidemics,  fires  prevented 
or  controlled  when  small,  and  reduction  and  prevention  of  floods.  All 
of  these  are  benefits  of  the  conservation  program  proposed  for  the 
national  forests. 

Substantial  progress  has  been  made.  The  foundation  for  progress 
is  in  place.  This  10-year  development  program  builds  on  that  founda¬ 
tion.  The  result  will  be  full  development  of  these  extensive  and 
valuable  public  properties. 

In  closing  I  want  to  reiterate  the  point  that  access  is  prerequisite  to 
obtaining  these  benefits.  The  authorizations  which  we  have  recom¬ 
mended  are  thus  the  keystone  of  the  rest  of  the  national  forest  pro¬ 
gram.  Since  road  maintenance  must  take  first  priority,  any  reduction 
below  the  levels  of  authorization  recommended  will  necessitate  a 
corresponding  reduction  in  funds  programed  for  construction. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  make  this 
statement. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Thank  you.  Are  there  any  questions?  Mr.  Baldwin. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  The  last  time  we  passed  the  A-B-C  road  program, 
2  years  ago,  we  authorized  the  sum  of  $40  million  for  the  2  years 
involved.  How  much  was  appropriated  for  fiscal  year  1962,  the  fis¬ 
cal  year  we  are  now  in,  for  that  purpose? 

Mr.  Greeley.  The  authorization  for  fiscal  year  1962  was  $35 
million. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  How  much  was  appropriated? 

Mr.  Greeley.  All  of  that  was  appropriated,  and  in  addition  to 
that  the  Appropriations  Committee  authorized  us  to  draw  on  advance 
contract  authorizations  to  the  extent  of  $2K  million. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  And  that  would  be  $37^  million? 

Mr.  Greeley.  That  was  available  for  fiscal  1962. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  For  fiscal  year  1963  how  much  is  in  the  budget  for 
forest  development  roads  and  trails? 

Mr.  Greeley.  The  same  amount.  We  have  asked  for  the  balance 
of  our  authorization  which  is  $37K  million. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  So  you  have  deducted  the  $2^  million? 

Mr.  Greeley.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  And  made  an  advance  withdrawal  again? 

Mr.  Greeley.  That  is  right.  We  used,  with  the  concurrence  of 
the  Appropriations  Committee,  $2^  million  of  the  fiscal  year  1963 
authorization  as  an  advance  contract  authority  in  fiscal  1962,  so  the 
program  level  for  the  2  years  is  the  same. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  If  we  were  to  do  what  you  recommend;  that  is, 
increase  the  authorization  for  fiscal  year  1963  by  an  additional  $10 
million,  bringing  it  up  to  $50  million,  do  you  then  contemplate  you 
would  come  in  with  a  supplemental  appropriation  request  for  that 
additional  $10  million? 

Mr.  Greeley.  Yes,  sir.  That  is  what  we  contemplate. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  For  fiscal  year  1963? 

Mr.  Greeley.  That  is  correct,  Mr.  Baldwin. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  I  have  somewhat  the  same  general  feeling  Mr. 
Scherer  has  as  to  these  increases.  I  have  been  in  favor  of  an  increase 
generally  from  year  to  year  in  the  forest  development  roads  and  trails 
program.  As  I  recall  it,  we  actually  adopted  an  amendment  2  years 
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ago  for  an  increase  over  the  bill  we  actually  had  before  us  at  the  start, 
but  I  have  considerable  doubt  as  to  an  increase  of  this  magnitude  in 
the  program.  These  funds  come  out  of  the  General  Treasury,  and 
although  they  might  come  back  eventually,  they  are  nevertheless 
charged  to  the  fiscal  year  that  they  are  appropriated  in. 

Mr.  Greeley.  Oh,  that  is  true.  Yes.  But,  Mr.  Baldwin,  I  do 
again  want  to  point  out  that  on  the  order  of  between  75  and  80  per¬ 
cent  of  the  road  funds  which  are  spent  for  construction  of  these  forest 
development  roads  in  the  national  forest  go  into  areas  which  develop 
timber  which  can  be  made  available  for  sale. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  I  understand  that,  Mr.  Greeley,  but  the  thing  I  am 
a  little  bit  concerned  about  is  this :  I  am  from  the  State  of  California 
and  I  can  assure  you  that  there  is  no  great  shortage  of  timber  on  the 
market  in  California,  or  anywhere  in  the  United  States,  at  the  present 
time.  Unfortunately,  the  timber  market  is  pretty  well  broken  down 
in  the  sense  that  there  is  not  an  adequate  demand  for  the  amount 
of  timber  coming  on  the  market. 

Mr.  Greeley.  At  the  very  same  time,  Mr.  Baldwin,  we  are  receiv¬ 
ing  a  large  amount  of  pressure  from  the  forest  industry  people  to  get 
ahead  with  the  development  of  federally  financed  roads  so  that  addi¬ 
tional  areas,  which  are  not  now  opened  up  to  roads,  can  be  made 
available  in  the  immediate  future  years. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  I  understand  you  get  the  pressure,  but  I  would  like 
to  ask  this  question :  The  timber  market  today  is  a  depressed  market. 
As  I  say,  there  is  enough  timber  coming  on  the  market  and  it  is  more 
than  the  available  demand.  Therefore,  the  prices  are  depressed.  If 
we  are  going  to  build  all  of  these  additional  roads  and  bring  more 
timber  on  the  market  from  the  national  forests,  is  this  not  going  to 
depress  the  market  even  further  if  the  demand  remains  the  same? 

Mr.  Scherer.  Then  we  will  subsidize  the  lumber  people. 

Mr.  Greeley.  Mr.  Baldwin,  I  would  think  if  that  were  a  serious 
problem  the  people  in  the  forest  industry  who  have  been  talking  so 
vigorously  to  us  about  road  problems  would  be  urging  that  we  not 
build  more  roads,  and  urging  that  we  not  put  timber  on  the  market 
for  sale;  but  all  of  the  pressures  we  are  getting  from  the  forest  indus¬ 
try — and  they  are  coming  from  all  over  the  country,  sir — are  to  make 
more  timber  available  on  the  market.  We  are  criticized,  if  anything, 
for  failure  to  put  up  for  sale  the  full  amount  of  our  allowable  cut, 
rather  than  putting  up  too  much  timber  for  sale. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  I  am  sure  that  the  gentleman,  being  a  competent 
witness,  is  familiar  with  the  law  of  supply  and  demand.  If  more 
timber  comes  on  the  market  this  year  I  do  not  see  that  the  demand  is 
necessarily  going  to  be  increased  by  that  amount — it  certainly  has  not 
been  demonstrated  in  the  last  year  or  two  in  the  timber  market.  We 
have  had  a  depression  in  California  in  the  timber  market,  and  I  am 
sure  on  the  whole  west  coast  in  the  last  year  or  two,  and  if  more 
timber  comes  from  the  national  forest  it  will  not  only  compete  with 
timber  from  other  sources,  because  a  lot  of  timber  on  the  west  coast, 
of  course,  is  owned  by  various  lumber  companies  that  owned  property 
of  their  own.  I  am  not  necessarily  convinced  that  there  is  such  a 
demand  for  timber  that  we  need  to  expand  this  at  a  greater  rate.  I 
think  we  should  make  some  expansion  in  the  funds,  probably,  but  more 
than  doubling  it  in  2  years  time,  as  compared  to  the  original  authori¬ 
zation  for  fiscal  year  1963,  seems  to  be  somewhat  excessive  to  me. 
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Mr.  Greeley.  Mr.  Baldwin,  one  of  the  things  we  have  critically 
needed  in  the  management  of  the  national  forests  has  been  ability  to 
develop  some  lead  time  in  the  development  of  road  plans,  surveys,  and 
construction  so  that  our  timber  harvesting  operations  can  be  gotten 
on  to  a  more  orderly  basis  than  has  been  the  case  through  most  of  the 
past  15  years.  We  are  soundly  criticized,  and  I  think  with  some 
merit,  by  units  of  the  forest  industry  who  depend  primarily  on  the 
national  forests.  That  is  the  segment  of  the  industry  which  does  not 
have  supplies  of  its  own.  Because  we  have  had  too  many  examples 
of  the  national  forests  making  an  announcement  of  a  list  of  sale 
proposals  for  the  year  and  then  failing  during  the  course  of  the  year 
to  keep  up  with  the  announced  sale  program. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  That  is  not  the  fault  of  this  committee,  because  our 
bills  are  passed  sufficiently  in  advance  so  that  the  Forest  Service 
knows  what  they  are  authorized  to  do.  If  there  is  fault,  it  is  the  fault 
of  the  administration  of  the  program  of  the  Forest  Service. 

Mr.  Greeley.  It  is  one  of  the  reasons  why  we  are  asking  for  an 
increase  in  the  amount  of  road  money  available.  Because  part  of  our 
problem  has  been  the  pressing  fact  that  we  have  not  been  able  to  move 
ahead  with  federally  financed  road  construction  to  get  the  sale  layouts 
and  sale  schedules  a  year  or  two,  or  preferably  3  years  ahead  in  the 
lead  time. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Greeley.  Yes. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Greeley,  I  guess  you  know  we  have  been  pro¬ 
gressively  increasing  the  authorization  for  this  category  of  roads, 
and  since  Mr.  Johnson  has  been  a  member  of  the  committee  it  has 
not  lost  momentum.  I  understand  he  has  an  amendment  to  either 
one  of  the  bills,  that  we  increase  this.  We  realize  from  the  testimony 
over  the  years  that  this  is  a  necessary  function  and  it  should  certainly 
be  encouraged,  but  the  thing  that  seems  to  worry  me  and  the  rest 
of  the  members  is  that  the  progress  is  a  little  fast  for  us  to  comprehend, 
although  in  your  testimony  I  think  you  have  fully  justified  an  increase, 
but  the  question  is  as  to  what  it  should  be. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Wasn’t  there  an  increase  through  your  amendment 
last  year,  Mr.  Johnson? 

Mr.  Johnson.  Two  years  ago  or  a  year  ago. 

Mr.  Scherer.  But  for  the  2-year  period  you  had  an  increase  of 
what,  by  your  amendment?  Ten  million  dollars  each  year,  was  it 
not? 

Mr.  Johnson.  About  $10  million. 

Mr.  Fallon.  About  $10  million.  This  would  require,  of  course, 
an  increase  in  personnel  and  everything  else  along  the  line  to  accelerate 
the  program  in  that  length  of  time. 

Mr.  Greeley.  This,  sir,  is  what  we  feel  is  necessary  and  what  we 
would  have  to  do. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Greeley,  how  many  States  benefit  by  this  author¬ 
ization? 

Mr.  Greeley.  The  national  forests  are  located  in  39  States,  Mr. 
Fallon. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Do  you  have  this  type  of  road  development  in  all 
of  the  States? 
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Mr.  Greeley.  There  would  be  some  lengths  of  this  type  of  road 
in  the  national  forests  in  all  of  the  39  States. 

Mr.  Fallon.  How  are  they  apportioned? 

Mr.  Greeley.  There  is  no  formula  of  apportionment.  The  law 
directs  that  the  money  be  distributed  on  the  basis  of  the  need  for 
development  within  these  various  national  forests. 

Mr.  Scherer.  But  three  States  get  the  most  of  the  funds.  Isn’t 
that  so? 

Mr.  Greeley.  Oregon,  California — and  I  have  to  check  on  the 
third  one. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Do  you  have  a  schedule  showing  the  amount  that 
each  State  gets? 

Mr.  Greeley.  We  can  give  you  a  schedule  showing  the  amounts 
that  would  be  included  and  go  to  the  various  States  if  the  $10  million 
increase  for  fiscal  year  1963  were  to  be  appropriated. 

Mr.  Scherer.  About  three  States  get  about  70  percent  of  this 
money. 

Mr.  Greeley.  Mr.  Scherer,  it  would  be  Oregon  and  California, 
and  I  think  the  third  State  would  be  either  Washington  or  Idaho. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Do  those  three  get  about  70  percent? 

Mr.  Greeley.  I  do  not  think  it  runs  70  percent.  It  would  run 
over  half.  I  would  have  to  provide  those  figures  for  the  record,  but 
I  cannot  put  my  fingers  on  it  at  the  moment. 

Mr.  Fallon.  How  much  of  this  program  is  done  by  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads? 

Mr.  Greeley.  The  present  arrangement  is  about  $3  or  $4  million 
of  this  is  done  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  at  our  request. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Is  this  work  handled  by  contract  by  you? 

Mr.  Greeley.  Yes,  sir.  In  order  to  complete  this  picture  I  think 
I  should  also  point  out  that  in  connection  with  the  sale  of  national 
forest  timber,  of  course,  purchasers  of  that  timber  construct  the  roads 
that  are  necessary  to  get  into  the  areas  where  the  timber  is  located, 
and  by  and  large  these  are  roads  on  the  national  forest  system,  and 
the  forest  development  roads  system.  The  value  of  the  work  now 
being  done  by  purchasers  amounts  to  about  $45  million  a  year.  The 
fact  that  the  purchasers  are  making  so  much  contribution  to  this 
program  calls  for  quite  a  drawdown  on  our  available  funds,  because 
the  Forest  Service  does  the  engineering  for  that  work  and  the  Forest 
Service  also  finances  the  bulk  of  the  permanent  drainage,  like  culverts 
and  bridges,  so  something  like  between  $14  and  $16  million  a  year 
of  the  funds  available  for  the  whole  national  forest  road  system  is 
going  into  the  amounts  necessary  to  supplement  this  work  on  roads 
which  is  done  by  the  purchasers  of  national  forest  timber. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Thank  you.  Are  there  any  other  questions?  Thank 
you  very  much,  Mr.  Greeley.  I  would  like  to  ask  unanimous  consent 
of  the  committee  at  this  point  to  insert  in  the  record  a  letter  from  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Orville  L.  Freeman,  and  I  think  it  should 
probably  precede  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Greeley.  If  it  could  be  arranged. 

Mr.  Fallon.  If  there  is  no  objection.  Thank  you  very  much, 
Mr.  Greeley. 

Mr.  Greeley.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members 
of  the  committee. 
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(The  letter  from  Orville  L.  Freeman,  Secretary  of  Agriculture,, 
dated  Apr.  17,  1962,  is  as  follows:) 

Department  of  Agriculture, 
Washington,  D.C.,  April  17,  1962. 

Hon.  Charles  A.  Buckley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

House  of  Representatives. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  This  is  in  response  to  your  requests  of  January  19  and 
January  25,  1962,  for  the  views  of  this  Department  on  H.R.  9725  and  H.R.  9848, 
identical  bills  to  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  for 
the  construction  of  certain  highways  in  accordance  with  title  23  of  the  United 
States  Code,  and  for  other  purposes. 

We  favor  the  objectives  of  these  bills  insofar  as  they  affect  the  programs  of  this 
Department.  We  recommend,  however,  the  enactment  of  the  draft  bill  sub¬ 
mitted  by  the  Acting  Secretary  of  Commerce  and  introduced  as  H.R.  11199. 

All  of  these  bills  would  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and 
1965  for  various  highways  and  roads  and  trails.  H.R.  11199  would  in  addition 
authorize  additional  appropriations  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  for 
fiscal  year  1963. 

The  bills  would  provide  authorizations  for  forest  highways.  This  Department 
is  interested  in  the  forest  highway  system  since  these  roads  provide  primary 
access  to  and  outlet  from  the  forest  development  road  and  trail  system.  However, 
the  Department  of  Commerce  administers  the  forest  highway  system  and  appro¬ 
priations  for  these  highways  are  made  to  that  Department. 

The  bills  also  would  authorize  appropriations  for  forest  development  roads  and 
trails. 

At  the  present  time,  forest  development  road  and  trail  construction  and  mainte¬ 
nance  are  carried  out  with  funds  appropriated  under  title  23  of  the  United  States 
Code,  with  the  10  percent  of  national  forest  receipts  made  available  by  section  501 
of  title  16  of  the  United  States  Code,  and  by  purchasers  of  national  forest  timber 
with  appropriate  .allowances  therefor  in  timber  appraisals. 

An  adequate  system  of  forest  development  roads  and  trails  connecting  with 
forest  highways  or  other  highways  is  essential  to  proper  management  and  bene¬ 
ficial  use  of  national  forest  lands  and  their  resources.  The  presence  or  absence  of 
transportation  facilities  has  a  controlling  influence  on  all  phases  of  forest  land 
management  and  resource  utilization.  This  factor  largely  determines  the  volume 
of  timber  that  can  be  marketed,  the  size,  duration,  and  distribution  of  timber 
sales  within  working  circles,  and  the  level  of  salvage  cuttings.  It  strongly  influ¬ 
ences  the  effectiveness  of  measures  for  protecting  the  forests  from  fire,  insects,  and 
diseases.  It  sets  the  level  of  use  made  of  the  recreation  and  wildlife  resources  of 
the  forests. 

Because  management  of  the  national  forests  depends  so  largely  on  an  adequate 
system  of  development  roads  and  trails,  the  development  program  for  the  national 
forests  which  President  Kennedy  submitted  to  the  Congress  on  September  21, 
1961,  proposed  for  the  10-year  period  1963-72  the  construction  and  reconstruction 
of  about  79,400  miles  of  multiple-purpose  roads  and  8,000  miles  of  trails.  In  his 
conservation  message  to  the  Congress  on  March  1,  1962,  the  President  cited  the 
need  to  accelerate  the  development  of  national  multiple-purpose  forest  roads  and 
trails  to  implement  the  10-year  development  program. 

The  estimated  amounts  of  appropriated  funds  that  will  be  needed  to  finance 
the  necessary  road  and  trail  construction  and  reconstruction  for  fiscal  years 
1964  and  1965  are  considerably  in  excess  of  the  amounts  that  w'ould  be  authorized 
by  H.R.  9725  and  H.R.  9848.  For  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  authorizations 
of  $70  and  $85  million  respectively  will  be  necessary  to  keep  the  program  reason¬ 
ably  on  schedule  and  provide  the  access  needed  to  harvest  the  timber  cut  projected 
for  these  years  and  to  meet  critical  needs  for  fire  and  recreation  roads. 

The  authorization  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  for  fiscal  year  1963 
provided  in  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1960  likewise  falls  below  the  level  of 
financing  needed  to  bring  about  full  development  and  maximum  utilization  of  the 
resources  of  the  national  forests.  An  additional  $10  million  authorization  is 
urgently  needed  to  keep  the  roadbuilding  program  more  nearly  in  pace  with 
other  developments  and  timber  harvest  operations  planned  and  underway  as  part 
of  the  development  program  for  the  national  forests. 

Acceleration  of  the  forest  development  road  and  trail  program  represents  a  wise 
investment  of  public  money.  Roads  that  give  access  to  national  forest  timber 
will  pay  their  way  over  a  period  of  years  through  greater  stumpage  returns  and 
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at  the  same  time  will  facilitate  expanded  uses.  Multiple-purpose  roads  to  be  used 
by  the  public  will  result  in  other  substantial  community  benefits.  The  existence 
of  a  complete  road  system  will  permit  an  intensity  of  protection,  management,  and 
use  that  is  not  otherwise  possible. 

H.R.  11199  would  privide  urgently  needed  authorizations  for  forest  develop¬ 
ment  roads  and  trails  for  fiscal  years  1963,  1964,  and  1965. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that  the  enactment  of  this  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  would  be  in  accord  with  the  President’s  program. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Orville  L.  Freeman. 


Mr.  Fallon.  May  the  Chair  say  at  this  point  that  circumstances 
beyond  our  control  have  arisen  and,  as  a  result,  we  would  like  to  make 
the  following  suggestion:  We  have  some  witnesses  here  today  from 
the  Department  of  the  Interior.  I  understand  that  some  of  the  gentle¬ 
men  are  from  Washington,  D.C.  Also,  we  have  a  number  of  wit¬ 
nesses,  all  of  wiiom  are  from  out  of  the  State,  and  they  were  supposed 
to  come  on  this  afternoon.  I  am  wondering  if  it  would  be  possible 
for  the  witnesses  from  the  Department  of  the  Interior  to  come  back 
at  another  time  after  the  Easter  recess.  If  there  is  no  objection, 
would  somebody  speak  to  that? 

Mr.  Mangan.  Yes.  I  am  Martin  P.  Mangan,  Assistant  Com¬ 
missioner,  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  here  to  present  the  Interior 
Department’s  position  along  with  my  colleagues.  We  are  all  from 
Washington  here  and  will  be  available  to  the  committee  and  will  be 
glad  to  remain  available. 

Mr.  Fallon.  I  am  glad  that  you  appreciate  our  problem.  Thank 
you  for  coming,  and  the  clerk  will  inform  you  when  we  have  our  next 
hearing  after  the  Easter  recess.  With  that  the  committee  will  recess 
until  2  o’clock,  at  which  time  we  will  hear  from  the  American  Associa¬ 
tion  of  State  Highway  Officials. 

(Whereupon,  as  12  m.,  the  hearing  was  recessed  until  2  p.m.  of  the 
same  day.) 

AFTERNOON  SESSION 


Mr.  Fallon.  Gentlemen,  the  Subcommittee  on  Roads  of  the  Public 
Works  Committee  is  meeting  this  afternoon  for  the  continuation  of 
hearings  on  H.R.  9725,  H.R.  11199  and  H.R.  9848.  Our  first  witness 
this  afternoon  wrill  be  Mr.  J.  C.  Womack,  of  California,  president  of 
the  American  Association  of  State  Highway  Officials.  Come  up, 
please,  Mr.  Womack. 

STATEMENT  OF  J.  C.  WOMACK,  PRESIDENT,  AMERICAN  ASSO¬ 
CIATION  OF  STATE  HIGHWAY  OFFICIALS;  ACCOMPANIED  BY 
THE  FOLLOWING  MEMBERS  OF  THE  LEGISLATIVE  COMMITTEE: 
RALPH  R.  BARTLESMEYER,  OF  ILLINOIS;  D.  C.  GREER,  OF  TEXAS; 
W.  A.  BUGGE,  OF  WASHINGTON ;  AND  D.  H.  BRAY,  OF  KENTUCKY 

Mr.  Womack.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  statement  that  I  wall  read  this 
afternoon  was  prepared  by  our  legislative  committee,  and  there  are 
four  members  of  that  committee  here,  and  with  your  permission  I 
would  like  to  introduce  them. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Yes.  We  would  appreciate  it. 

Mr.  Womack.  Air.  Ralph  R.  Bartlesmeyer,  of  Illinois;  Air.  D.  C. 
Greer,  of  Texas;  Air.  W.  A.  Bugge,  of  Washington;  and  Air.  D.  H. 
Bray,  of  Kentucky. 
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Mr.  Fallon.  I  might  say,  Mr.  Womack,  these  gentlemen  have 
appeared  before  the  committee  before  and  need  no  introduction.  We 
are  very  happy  they  are  here  today.  The  committee  appreciates  it. 

Mr.  Womack.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Are  they  all  available  for  cross-examination? 

Mr.  Fallon.  They  are  all  available  for  cross-examination  except 
Mr.  Bugge.  He  has  to  catch  a  plane. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  Mr.  Baldwin. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  I  would  like  to  say  on  behalf  of  Congressman 
Johnson  and  Congressman  McFall  and  myself,  Mr.  Womack,  we  are 
particularly  pleased  to  have  you  come  and  appear  before  us,  and  we 
feel  that  our  State  has  been  honored  by  your  selection  as  president 
of  the  American  Association  of  State  Highway  Officials.  We  have 
great  confidence  in  your  ability  to  carry  out  your  assignment  in  that 
capacity,  with  credit  to  our  State. 

Mr.  Womack.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Since  Mr.  Johnson’s  name  was  mentioned  he  might 
want  to  say  something  at  this  point. 

Mr.  Johnson.  In  the  interests  of  time,  I  think  Mr.  Womack 
knows  my  sentiments  as  far  as  he  is  concerned.  He  has  done  a  very 
fine  job  in  our  State,  and  I  am  sure  will  do  a  very  fine  job  as  head  of 
the  association  throughout  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Scherer.  He  certainly  rates  the  esteem  of  this  Member  of 
Congress  for  the  State  of  California. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Womack,  won’t  you  come  a  little  bit  closer  to  the 
compliments? 

Mr.  Womack.  We  would  like  to  have  permission  for  Mr.  Johnson, 
of  our  executive  committee,  to  sit  at  the  witness  table  with  me. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Well,  we  kind  of  expected  that. 

Mr.  Womack.  All  right. 

Air.  Fallon.  Mr.  Womack,  my  wife  and  I  visited  California  on 
the  occasion  of  the  two  conventions  there,  one  of  the  Associated 
General  Contractors  in  Los  Angeles,  and  the  American  Road  Builders 
in  San  Francisco.  I  want  to  tell  you  how  much  we  appreciate  the 
very  fine  welcome  given  by  you  and  your  department  in  California, 
and  the  special  treatment  that  we  received.  I  was  shocked  to  find 
out  this  morning  that  the  engineer  who  was  assigned  to  us  by  you 
while  we  were  in  California  died  shortly  after  we  left.  I  might  say 
that  he  was  a  very  intelligent  and  a  very  nice  fellow.  He  did  not  look 
as  though  he  was  much  past  40  years  of  age.  Mr.  Scherer  and  his 
wife  visited  at  the  same  time  and  Mr.  Scherer  would  like  perhaps  to 
comment  with  respect  to  the  way  he  was  treated  bv  the  Californians. 

Air.  Scherer.  You  have  said  it  so  well,  all  I  can  do  is  ditto  your 
remarks. 

Air.  Gray.  Air.  Chairman,  before  the  witness  proceeds,  I  too  would 
like  to  associate  myself  with  the  remarks  made  by  you.  I  wish  to 
compliment  Mr.  Womack.  I  was  the  ranking  majority  member  of 
the  subcommittee  that  visited  California  last  year  in  the  districts  of 
Air.  Baldwin,  Mr.  McFall,  and  Air.  Johnson.  We  had  a  wonderful 
time  as  well  as  gaining  very  valuable  information  concerning  the  road 
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program  there.  Mr.  Womack  was  a  very  gracious  host,  and  I  do  not 
want  the  occasion  to  pass  without,  on  behalf  of  the  committee,  thank¬ 
ing  him  for  the  time  and  effort  he  expended  on  our  behalf.  Also  I 
want  to  take  this  opportunity  to  say  that  our  own  chief  engineer,  Mr. 
Bartlesmeyer,  of  Illinois,  is  in  the  room  today,  and  he  is  also  doing  a 
great  job  for  the  State  of  Illinois  as  the  chief  highway  engineer. 

Mr.  Womack.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Bartlesmeyer.  Thank  vou. 

Mr.  W  right.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  1  also  associate  myself  with 
these  remarks  of  respect  and  appreciation,  and  with  regret  for  not 
having  been  able  to  make  that  trip;  but  when  you  have  a  State 
highway  system  such  as  we  have  in  Texas,  directed  by  a  man  with 
the  intelligence,  integrity,  and  character  that  Mr.  Greer  has,  you  just 
hate  to  get  out  of  the  State. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Womack,  I  assume  we  all  have  a  copy  of  your 
statement. 

Mr.  W  omack.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Fallon.  We  will  be  happy  to  have  you  gentlemen  proceed 
then  with  your  statements. 

Mr.  W  omack.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I 
am  J.  C.  Womack,  State  highway  engineer  of  California,  and  have  the 
honor  and  privilege  of  speaking  to  you  today  for  the  State  highway 
departments  as  president  of  the  American  Association  of  State 
Highway  Officials. 

We  support  H.R.  9725,  and,  in  so  doing,  we  are  testifying  on  the 
basis  of  a  policy  statement  that  was  developed  and  adopted  at  our 
last  annual  meeting  in  Denver,  Colo.,  on  October  8,  1961,  by  the  chief 
administrative  officers  of  the  several  State  highway  departments. 

We  follow  this  procedure  in  order  that  we  may  give  you  the  collective 
thinking  of  the  men  who  administer  the  State  highway  departments 
and  in  order  that  we  can  save  the  valuable  time  of  your  committee 
by  eliminating  the  necessity  of  your  having  to  hear  many  State 
witnesses. 

The  A-B-C  Federal-aid  highway  program  has  been  the  vehicle 
through  which  this  Nation  has  developed  its  highway  system  that 
has  been  so  essential  in  developing  our  dynamic  economy  and  our 
way  of  life. 

Through  the  years,  the  A-B-C  Federal-aid  program  has  exerted  a 
strong  stabilizing  influence  over  the  highway  functions  of  this  country. 
It  has  been  the  means  whereby  the  very  valuable  and  productive 
Bureau  of  Public  Iioads-State  highway  department  partnership  has 
been  developed,  which  has  such  a  solid  record  of  accomplishment  in 
the  public  interest. 

Although  the  interstate  highway  program  is  big  and  glamorous,  and 
is  necessary  to  handle  the  growing  streams  of  major  traffic,  and  is 
essential  for  an  expanding  economy,  it  is  the  A-B-C  program  that  is 
the  one  that  serves  the  most  people  direct  and  every  day  and  may  be 
termed  the  backbone  of  this  Nation’s  highway  network. 

We  are  happy  to  see  your  committee  continue  hearings  on  the  A-B-C 
programs  biennially,  as  we  believe  that  such  procedure  is  essential 
to  maintain  a  healthy  highway  interest  in  the  Congress  and  to  develop 
informed  highway  leaders  on  Capitol  Hill. 

We  note  that  H.R.  9725  has  been  introduced  without  amendments. 
We  are  quick  to  see  the  logic  in  this  plan,  and  we  support  it. 
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In  support  of  H.R.  9725,  we  refer  to  certain  sections  of  our  1962 
official  policy  statement,  and  from  it  we  point  out  the  following: 

That  it  is  of  the  utmost  importance  that  the  highway  construction  programs 
of  this  Nation  be  kept  in  balance  for  the  various  Federal-aid  systems  involved. 

That  the  present  percentages  for  matching  Interstate  and  A-B-C  System  pro¬ 
grams  should  be  continued. 

That  the  A-B-C  Federal-aid  programs  be  continued  with  a  $25  million  annual 
incremental  increase  each  year  until  it  reaches  $1  billion  authorization  per  year. 
After  that  time,  the  matter  should  be  further  evaluated. 

That  the  associations  supports  the  current  division  of  total  authorized  A-B-C 
funds  of  45  percent  of  the  Federal-aid  primary  system,  30  percent  to  the  secondary 
Federal-aid  system,  and  25  percent  to  extensions  of  Federal-aid  systems  in  urban 
areas,  inasmuch  as  the  20-percent  transfer  provision  of  104(c)  of  title  23,  United 
States  Code — Highways,  gives  sufficient  flexibility  to  meet  the  needs  of  the 
individual  States. 

That  the  apportionments  in  the  full  amount  of  the  congressional  authorizations 
for  all  Federal  domain  roads  should  be  made  and  utilized,  and  such  funds  should 
not  come  from  the  Federal  highway  trust  fund. 

At  this  point,  we  would  like  permission  to  insert  into  the  record 
a  copy  of  1962  Official  Policy  Statement,  which  contains  several  items 
that  you  might  give  consideration  to  at  some  later  time  when  the 
matter  of  changes  in  title  23,  United  States  Code — Highways, might 
be  appropriate. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  document  referred  to  is  as  follows:) 

1962  Policy  Statement  of  the  American  Association  of  State  Highway 

Officials  as  Developed  and  Adopted  by  the  Chief  Administrative 

Officers  of  the  State  Highway  Departments,  Meeting  in  Denver, 

Colo.,  October  8,  1961 

1.  That  the  State  highway  departments,  working  together  and  with  the  Federal 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  have  been  responsible  for  the  major  roadbuilding  efforts 
of  this  Nation,  and  this  proven  partnership,  that  has  given  this  country  world 
leadership  status  in  highway  know-how,  should  continue  to  be  utilized  in  the 
same  manner  as  in  the  past  in  constructing  present  and  future  Federal-aid 
high  programs. 

2.  That  the  association  should  vigorously  oppose  any  proposals  that  would 
require  a  certain  type  of  organization  and  operation  for  a  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  as  a  prerequisite  for  the  State  receiving  Federal-aid  highway  funds  inasmuch 
as  all  State  highway  departments  are  departments  of  sovereign  State  govern¬ 
ments.  The  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1916  required  that  the  State  highway 
organization  be  adequate  for  the  purpose  and  proper  safeguards  now  exist  in 
Federal  law  to  protect  the  Federal  interests. 

3.  That  upon  the  completion  of  a  Federal-aid  project,  the  road  which  belongs 
to  the  State  and  is  maintained  entirely  at  State  expense  should  be  policed,  oper¬ 
ated,  and  maintained  completely  by  the  State  and  without  any  Federal  require¬ 
ments  other  than  those  set  out  in  sections  111  and  116,  title  23,  United  States 
Code,  Highways.  The  States  have  effective  means  of  achieving  the  desired 
degree  of  uniformity  in  signing,  marking,  speed  regulation,  vehicle  weight  and 
size  control,  law  enforcement,  et  cetera,  to  adequately  serve  the  public  interest 
and  to  make  any  nationalization  in  this  area  unnecessary. 

4.  That  no  Federal  agencies  or  other  groups,  other  than  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads,  should  have  the  approval  power  over  Federal-aid  highway  projects  initiated 
by  the  State  highway  departments.  However,  the  State  highway  departments 
should  develop  their  projects  in  close  cooperation  with  other  affected  groups  and 
agencies.  To  extend  the  area  of  project  approval  could  invite  controversy  and 
delay  the  initiation  of  vitally  needed  highway  improvements. 

5.  That  the  development  of  controlling  highway  design  standards  and  high¬ 
way  signing  and  traffic  control  methods  for  the  Federal-aid  highway  systems  is- 
engineering  in  nature  and  should  never  be  established  by  legislation,  but  handled 
jointly  by  the  State  highway  departments  and  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads. 

6.  That  it  is  of  the  utmost  importance  that  the  highway  construction  programs 
of  this  Nation  be  kept  in  balance  for  the  various  Federal-aid  systems  involved. 
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7.  That  the  present  percentages  for  matching  Interstate  and  A-B-C  System  pro¬ 
grams  be  continued  and  that  strong  opposition  should  be  exerted  against  any 
proposed  increases  in  the  Federal  percentage  of  participation,  in  light  of  the  many 
demands  made  on  State  highway  funds  to  furnish  and  maintain  highways. 

8.  That  the  A-B-C  Federal-aid  road  programs  be  continued  with  a  $25  mil¬ 
lion  annual  incremental  increase  each  year  until  it  reaches  $1  billion  authori¬ 
zation  per  year.  After  that  time,  the  matter  should  be  further  evaluated. 

9.  That  the  association  supports  the  current  division  of  total  authorized  A-B-C 
funds  of  45  percent  to  the  Federal-aid  primary  system,  30  percent  to  the  secondary 
Federal-aid  system,  and  25  percent  to  extensions  of  Federal-aid  systems  in  urban 
areas,  inasmuch  as  the  20  percent  transfer  provision  of  104(c)  of  title  23,  United 
States  Code,  Highways,  gives  sufficient  flexibility  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  indi¬ 
vidual  States. 

10.  It  is  recommended  that  funds  apportioned  for  use  on  the  Federal-aid  sec¬ 
ondary  system  be  made  available  for  use  on  projects  located  on  Federal-aid  sec¬ 
ondary  routes  in  urban  areas. 

11.  That  the  association  endorses  the  secondary  road  plan  as  set  forth  under 
^section  117  in  title  23,  United  States  Code,  Highways. 

12.  That  adequate  Federal  financing  for  the  current  enlarged  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way  program  be  continued  so  that  the  expressed  intent  of  the  Congress,  as  out¬ 
lined  in  section  101(b)  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  Highways,  that  was  the 
basis  for  the  State  highway  departments  and  the  highway  industry  organizing 
and  enlarging  to  handle  the  program,  will  have  meaning.  All  of  the  justifications 
that  existed  for  the  activation  of  the  program  in  1956  still  exist  and  are  even  more 
apparent  now  than  at  that  time,  and  any  interruptions  or  delays  in  the  comple¬ 
tion  of  the  interstate  program  must  be  avoided. 

13.  That  the  association  vigorously  oppose  the  use  of  any  Federal  highway 
trust  fund  moneys  for  any  purpose  other  than  now  authorized  by  law. 

14.  The  contract  authority  procedure  created  by  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1922  which  gives  the  State  the  right  to  initiate  projects  as  soon  as  official 
apportionment  is  made  should  be  restored  and  the  reimbursement  planning  pro¬ 
cedure  which  was  installed  as  a  temporary  expediency  should  be  eliminated. 

15.  That  the  apportionments  in  the  full  amount  of  the  congressional  authoriza¬ 
tions  for  all  Federal  domain  roads  should  be  made  and  utilized,  and  such  funds 
should  not  come  from  the  Federal  highway  trust  fund. 

16.  That  the  association  endorses  the  Interstate  System  completion  schedule  as 
outlined  in  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1961,  and  reassures  the  Congress  of 
the  State  highway  departments’  ability  to  efficiently  construct  the  program  within 
that  time  schedule,  and  warns  of  the  adverse  economic  impact  of  interruptions, 
cutbacks  or  stretchouts  in  the  program. 

17.  That  the  association  endorses  the  periodic  interstate  estimates,  as  provided 
in  section  104(b)(5)  or  title  23,  United  States  Code,  Highways,  as  the  only  equi¬ 
table  and  proper  basis  for  the  apportioning  of  Federal  funds  to  the  several  States 
to  achieve  simultaneous  construction  and  completion  of  the  Interstate  System 
in  all  States  to  adequate  standards. 

18.  That  there  should  be  no  sacrifice  in  the  standards  currently  adopted  for  and 
being  applied  to  the  Interstate  System.  The  matter  of  design  standard  develop¬ 
ment  should  never  become  static  but  should  be  constantly  reviewed  through  the 
:State  highway  department-Bureau  of  Public  Roads  partnership  processes. 

19.  That  adding  mileage  to  the  Interstate  Highway  System  at  this  time  would 
delay  the  completion  of  interstate  routes  and  any  additions  should  be  considered 
at  a  later  time  when  a  greater  percentage  of  the  currently  authorized  Interstate 
System  is  completed  and  at  such  time  that  proposed  additions  can  be  more  accu¬ 
rately  evaluated.  At  that  time  Congress  should  reappraise  the  Nation’s  highway 
needs  to  determine  if  it  is  in  the  national  interest  to  extend  the  program. 

20.  That  the  urban  portions  of  the  Interstate  System  are  an  integral  and  very 
important  part  of  the  system,  which  should  be  planned  and  developed  by  the 
State  highway  departments  in  close  cooperation  with  local  government  units  and 
interested  Federal  agencies.  The  importance  of  the  urban  sections  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  Systems  cannot  be  over  emphasized,  and  an  eventual  enormous  increase  in 
•cost  could  be  created  by  a  failure  to  recognize  the  problem  at  this  time. 

21.  That  the  development  and  adoption  of  a  comprehensive  urban  transporta¬ 
tion  plan  should  not  be  a  requirement  for  the  approval  of  a  Federal-aid  highway 
project  in  an  urban  area,  but  State  highway  departments  should  lend  all  possible 
assistance  in  the  development  of  such  plans  in  order  that  effective  coordination 
<©f  highway  and  urban  development  may  be  attained. 
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22.  That  there  should  be  no  change  in  the  law  prohibiting  the  establishment  of 
commercial  services  on  the  right-of-way  of  the  Interstate  Highway  System  as 
set  forth  in  section  111,  title  23,  United  States  Code,  Highways. 

23.  That  there  should  be  no  extension  of  section  113  of  title  23,  United  States 
Code,  Highways,  whereby  the  Federal  determination  of  wage  rates  would  be 
extended  to  projects  on  road  systems  other  than  the  interstate,  nor  should  there 
be  legislation  to  provide  additional  Federal  control  or  jurisdiction  over  wages 
paid  on  projects  located  on  the  Interstate  System. 

24.  That  the  State  highway  departments  recommend  that  Federal  legislation 
be  provided  whereby  Federal-aid  highway  funds  may  be  used  for  the  construction 
of  connections  to  existing  or  future  toll  roads,  where  such  toll  roads  and  the 
required  connections  are  on  any  one  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  systems. 

25.  That  appropriate  action,  by  legislation  if  necessary,  be  taken  to  facilitate 
the  acquisition  of  adequate  rights-of-way  for  highway  purposes  over  Federal 
lands.  Present  difficulties,  particularly  with  regard  to  military  facilities  and  land 
subject  to  withdrawal  for  power  purposes,  seriously  delay  and  materially  increase 
the  cost  of  needed  projects. 

26.  That  recent  actions  on  requests  by  the  State  highway  departments  for 
reasonable  and  economically  desirable  vertical  and  horizontal  navigation  clear¬ 
ances  at  highway  crossings  of  navigable  streams  indicate  a  continuance  of  the 
previously  recognized  necessity  for  legislation,  making  it  mandatory  that,  except 
in  special  cases  where  the  requirements  of  national  defense  govern,  such  clearances 
be  determined  on  the  basis  of  the  minimal  cost  to  all  forms  of  transportation. 
The  American  Association  of  State  Highway  Officials  therefore  reiterates  its 
support  of  and  reemphasizes  the  need  for  early  introduction  and  passage  of  Federal 
legislation  on  this  subject  similar  to  that  included  in  the  1960  legislative  program 
of  the  Department  of  Commerce. 

27.  That  the  State  highway  department  have  approval  of  any  and  all  proposals 
and  plans  designed  to  set  aside  elements  of  any  highway,  under  its  jurisdiction, 
for  the  purpose  of  installing  rail  transit  or  for  the  exclusive  use  of  a  special  type- 
of  motor  transport  and  such  special  use  should  be  considered  only  after  compre¬ 
hensive  studies  show  it  to  be  the  most  economical  and  efficient  arrangement 
possible  and  that  it  is  in  the  public  interest  and  will  not  create  a  safety  hazard. 

28.  That  legislation  should  not  require  alternate  bids  on  pavement  types  and/or 
minor  drainage  structure  types  but  the  determination  of  type  should  properly 
be  determined  by  competent  professional  judgment  based  on  the  controlling 
engineering  and  economic  considerations. 

Mr.  Womack.  We  also  ask  permission  of  the  committee  to  insert 
into  the  record  another  policy  statement  developed  and  adopted  at 
our  last  annual  meeting,  having  to  do  with  highways  and  their  proper 
role  in  a  national  transportation  policy. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  document  referred  to  is  as  follows:) 

American  Association  of  State  Highway  Officials,  Policy  Statement  on 

the  Subject  of  Highways  in  a  National  Transportation  Policy  as  De¬ 
veloped  and  Adopted  by  the  Chief  Administrative  Officers  of  the  State 

Highway  Departments  Assembled  in  Denver,  Colo.,  October  8,  1961 

PREFACE 

Highways  and  motor  vehicles  have  furnished  the  people  of  the  United  States 
the  freedom  and  flexibility  of  personal  transportation  that  has  won  unprecedented 
acceptance  and  use  of  the  motor  vehicle  and  in  so  doing  has  strengthened  the- 
economy  of  this  country  and  has  given  it  transportation  advantages  no  other- 
country  enjoys. 

The  objective  of  formulating  a  national  transportation  policy  is  a  worthy  one 
if  interpreted  in  the  right  way.  Restrictions  upon  the  normal  healthy  growth  of 
all  forms  of  transportation  should  be  removed.  Competition  within  each  mode 
of  transportation  should  be  encouraged;  and  this  is  true  also  of  competition 
between  modes  of  transportation,  for  the  interest  of  the  consumer  must  be  pro¬ 
tected.  Government  policy  in  regulation  and  ratemaking  should  be  reexamined 
and  revised  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  present-day  and  future  American  economy. 

A  national  transportation  policy  should  not  be  restrictive  or  monolithic  in 
character.  It  should  be  adaptable  to  the  needs  of  different  situations  and  subject 
to  a  continual  revision  in  response  to  changing  demands.  Above  all,  it  should' 
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be  a  program  that  meets  the  desires  of  the  American  people.  It  should  promote 
freedom  of  action,  freedom  and  flexibility  of  movement  of  people  and  goods, 
allowing  the  individual  to  choose  his  mode  of  transportation. 

The  contributions  made  by  the  highway  program  to  the  national  defense  and 
the  expanding  economy  are  most  significant.  Highways  afford  the  flexibility  in 
transportation  that  is  essential  for  the  national  and  civil  defense  and  for  protecting 
population  in  case  of  natural  disasters.  This  was  recently  demonstrated  when 
highways  were  utilized  to  move  large  numbers  of  people  out  of  the  path  of  Hurri¬ 
cane  Carla.  The  dynamic  urbanization  that  is  in  progress,  the  decentralization 
of  industry,  and  the  Nation’s  ability  to  promptly  move  Armed  Forces  makes  it 
essential  that  the  Federal  Government  continuously  review  the  matter  and 
should  be  reflected  in  the  amount  of  money  made  available  for  highways. 

Stature  of  the  highway  transportation  industry 

Nearly  74  million  motor  vehicles  were  registered  in  the  calendar  year  1960, 
of  which  62  million  were  automobiles  and  12  million  were  trucks  and  buses.  The 
71  million  vehicles  registered  in  1959  traveled  700  billion  vehicle-miles.  The 
travel  in  1960  is  estimated  at  about  720  billion.  If  we  take  the  familiar  figure  of 
10  cents  per  mile  for  the  average  cost  of  operating  an  automobile  and  remember 
that  trucks  and  buses  cost  more  than  that  to  operate,  it  becomes  evident  that  the 
money  spent  in  motor  vehicle  transportation  now  amounts  to  more  than  $80 
billion  a  year.  This  is  a  sizable  share  of  the  American  economy,  and  it  is  indica¬ 
tive  of  the  intimate  involvement  of  the  motor  vehicle  in  American  life. 

Motor  vehicles  in  1960  paid  $8.1  billion  in  taxes,  fees,  and  tolls  for  the  building, 
maintenance,  and  operation  of  highways.  Of  this,  $2.8  billion  was  paid  in  Federal 
gasoline  taxes  and  other  trust  fund  revenues.  A  total  of  $5.1  billion  was  paid  to 
State  governments  and  the  remainder  to  local  governments.  In  addition,  motor 
vehicles  were  taxed  by  both  Federal  and  State  Governments  for  general  fund  or 
specific  nonhighway  purposes. 

Highway  transportation  differs  from  other  modes  in  its  all-pervasive  nature. 
Although  the  greater  part  of  motor  vehicle  travel  occurs  on  primary  roads  and 
streets,  in  its  totality  it  is  distributed  over  3  million  miles  of  rural  highways  and 
more  than  400,000  miles  of  urban  highways  and  streets.  Because  of  the  wide¬ 
spread  character  of  motor  vehicle  ownership  and  use,  embracing  the  vast  majority 
of  American  families,  national  transportation  policies  should  be  framed  so  as  to 
protect  the  interests  of  motor  vehicle  owners  and  users.  In  the  United  States  the 
individual  considers  the  convenience  and  the  privilege  of  personal  transportation, 
without  any  special  deterrents  being  invoked  to  restrict  its  use  as  an  inviolate 
and  precious  right  and  he  will  resist  any  effort  to  make  a  change. 

Objectives  of  highway  planning  and  policy 

Throughout  the  period  of  growth  and  maturity  of  highway  transportation,  it 
has  been  the  objective  of  highway  engineers  and  administrators  to  build,  main¬ 
tain,  and  operate  highways  in  accordance  with  the  indicated  desires  of  the  Ameri¬ 
can  people.  Through  the  mechanism  of  the  Federal-State  relationship,  a  sys¬ 
tematic  program  of  highway  planning  was  established  during  the  1930’s  and 
remains  continuously  in  effect  in  all  States  and  the  National  Government.  The 
golden  rule  in  all  of  the  planning  work  is  to  find  out  what  people  want  and  to  make 
plans  to  satisfy  those  wants.  This  means  not  only  counting  the  traffic  on  the 
highways  and  classifying  it  as  to  type  and  weight  composition,  but  also  making 
origin-destination  studies  to  determine  where  traffic  originates  and  what  destina¬ 
tion  it  seeks.  It  is  not  by  chance  that  the  lines  depicting  the  actual  or  potential 
traffic  between  zones  of  origin  and  zones  of  destination  are  called  “desire  lines.” 
They  do,  indeed,  interpret  the  desires  of  the  people;  and  in  that  sense  the  origin- 
destination  study  is  a  ballot  of  the  people’s  demands.  These  studies  have  proved 
a  very  powerful  tool  of  planning  research,  particularly  in  urban  areas.  By  cor¬ 
relating  the  results  of  home  interview  origin-destination  studies  with  surveys  of 
land  use,  the  relationships  between  land  uses  and  traffic  demands  are  established 
In  planning  for  the  future,  the  probable  trends  of  land  use  are  forecast  and  traffic 
assignments  are  made  in  accordance  with  these  relationships. 

In  some  transportation  planning,  particularly  in  urban  areas,  there  seems  to  be 
a  tendency  to  give  the  people  not  what  they  want  but  what  the  planners  decide 
they  should  have.  The  standard  raised  is  that  of  efficiency  in  transportation. 
A  true  measure  of  efficiency,  however,  means  taking  into  account  the  quality  of 
the  service  provided.  The  great  economic  growth  of  this  country  did  not  come 
through  a  policy  of  frugality.  Indeed,  it  is  just  the  opposite.  The  demand  of  the 
American  public  for  something  beyond  the  efficient  minimum  is  a  characteristic 
difference  between  our  country  and  others.  Transportation  is  a  product  to  be 
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bought  and  used  as  is  any  other  product,  and  the  American  public  will  select  its 
transportation  on  the  basis  of  what  it  wants  and  can  afford,  not  what  may  be 
regarded  as  the  most  efficient. 

Rural  and  intercity  transportation 

Of  the  700  billion  vehicle-miles  traveled  by  motor  vehicles  in  1959,  376  billion 
were  traveled  on  rural  highways.  Automobiles  accounted  for  295  billion  vehicle- 
miles,  buses  for  a  little  more  than  2  billion,  and  trucks  and  combinations  for  79 
billion.  The  rural  travel  was  divided  between  280  billion  on  main  rural  roads 
and  96  billion  on  local  roads.  Competition  with  other  modes  of  transportation 
is  virtually  limited  to  intercity  traffic  on  main  highways.  In  the  matter  of 
passenger  transportation,  the  private  automobile  is  dominant,  accounting  for 
about  90  percent  of  all  intercity  passenger-miles.  Common  carrier  passenger 
transportation  is  shared  among  the  railroads,  buses,  and  airlines.  Interstate 
Commerce  Commission  estimates  for  1959  indicate  that  32  billion  passenger-miles 
were  traveled  by  air,  22  billion  by  rail,  and  20  billion  by  motorbus  in  that  year. 

Of  the  12  million  trucks  registered  in  the  United  States,  the  great  bulk  are  small 
single-unit  trucks  and  other  trucks  and  combinations  engaged  in  local  service, 
and  thus  not  offering  any  competition  to  other  modes  of  transportation.  There 
are,  however,  several  hundred  thousand  vehicles,  mostly  tractor-semitrailer  and 
truck-trailer  combinations  engaged  in  over-the-road  freight  transportation. 
Here  again,  the  domain  of  competition  does  not  extend  over  all  operations,  since 
each  mode  has  its  own  sphere  of  advantageous  operating  conditions.  Trucks 
enjoy  the  greatest  advantage  in  short  haul  and  in  the  transport  of  highly  rated 
commodities.  That  there  is  a  very  active  sphere  of  competition  between  the 
trucks  and  the  railroads  is  evidenced  by  recent  changes  in  the  relative  volumes  of 
intercity  freight  ton-miles  accounted  for  by  the  two  modes  of  transportation. 
Thus,  in  1950,  trucks  carried  173  billion  ton-miles,  or  16.3  percent  of  the  total  of 
1,063  billion  ton-miles  carried  in  that  year.  Railways  carried  597  billion  ton-miles, 
or  55.2  percent  of  the  total.  The  Interstate  Commerce  Commission  estimate  for 
1959  indicates  that  the  railroads  carried  46  percent  of  the  intercity  freight  ton- 
miles  of  1,313  billion,  whereas  21  percent  was  carried  on  the  highways. 

A  significant  development  in  the  last  20  years  has  been  the  growth  of  private 
or  do-it-yourself  transportation  as  distinguished  from  for-hire  carrier  transporta¬ 
tion.  Estimates  indicate  that  private  transportation  has  absorbed  about  one- 
third  of  all  intercity  ton-miles  of  freight.  Both  railway  and  highway  common 
carriers  have  objected  because  of  the  fact  that  this  mode  of  freight  transportation 
is  exempted  from  regulation,  since  a  manufacturer  or  other  business  enterprise  is 
free  to  transport  its  own  goods  in  its  own  vehicles.  There  is  no  question  that  some 
abuses  of  this  privilege  occur  and  that  the  exemption  of  farm  products  and  other 
commodities  from  Federal  regulation  occasions  other  irregularities.  It  must  be 
recognized,  however,  that  the  objective  of  regulation  is  to  foster  the  growth  of 
quick,  convenient,  and  flexible  transportation,  primarily  in  the  interest  of  the 
consuming  public. 

Urban  transportation 

The  field  or  urban  transportation  presents  some  difficult  problems  in  the  formu¬ 
lation  of  public  policy.  The  decline  in  importance  of  public  transit  and  the 
financial  difficulties  of  numerous  transit  companies,  combined  with  the  mounting 
congestion  of  motor  vehicle  traffic  in  many  large  cities,  poses  the  question  of  what 
shall  be  the  relative  roles  of  public  transit  and  the  private  automobile  in  future 
urban  planning.  There  has  been  a  tendency  among  some  who  have  approached 
this  subject  to  go  all  out  for  the  provision  of  rail-transit  facilities  and  to  advocate 
restrictive  or  punitive  measures  against  the  private  automobile.  It  would  seem 
much  more  wise  to  adhere  to  the  ideal  of  giving  the  people  what  they  want.  Ap¬ 
plication  of  this  ideal  would  result  in  a  reasonable  revival  and  redevelopment  of 
rapid  transit  where  it  is  truly  in  demand,  together  with  the  orderly  development 
of  urban  freewv  and  arterial  systems  to  channel  traffic  into  and  around  the  central 
business  district  according  to  the  indicated  desires  of  motor  vehicle  users. 

The  availability  of  flexible  personal  transportation  has  changed  the  place  of 
public  transportation  in  urban  life  and  affected  its  income  base  to  a  degree  that 
often  seems  to  be  overlooked.  Public  transportation  in  urban  areas  today  has 
become  largely  a  peak-hour,  home-to-work  movement.  Today,  to  a  far  lesser 
degree,  does  the  family  go  by  streetcar  on  Sunday  to  a  beach  or  other  resort.  The 
family  seldom  takes  a  streetcar  to  the  downtown  theater.  The  housewife  uses 
transit  obly  occasionally  for  shopping.  Even  the  length  of  the  week  has  changed 
for  the  transit  company  for  there  is  now  little  home-to-work  travel  on  Saturday. 
The  continuing  urbanization  and  its  influence  creates  the  need  for  flexibility  of 
transportation  that  can  only  be  served  by  the  motor  vehicle. 
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The  base  period  business  on  which  transit  formerly  could  depend  has  largely 
gone,  not  for  economic  reasons  but  because  of  uniserval  availability  of  a  newer 
and  better  form  of  travel.  And  transit  to  survive  must  do  so  on  its  peak-hour 
business,  with  all  the  attendant  difficulties  of  traffic  congestion,  the  40-hour  week 
for  labor,  and  other  factors.  Remedies  often  proposed,  such  as  reduced  taxes 
and  less  stringent  regulation,  would  seem  to  be  only  palliatives,  not  real  solutions 
to  the  basic  problems  resulting  from  the  changed  and  changing  pattern  of  Ameri¬ 
can  life. 

The  enthusiasm  for  the  restoration  of  rapid  transit  to  its  former  eminence  has 
given  rise  to  the  assertion,  in  national  advertising  and  elsewhere,  that  it  takes 
20  lanes  of  freeway  to  move  as  many  people  in  an  hour  as  can  be  moved  on  1  rapid 
transit  track.  This  assertion  is  based  on  the  fact  that  a  maximum  of  40,000  per¬ 
sons  can  be  moved  in  an  hour  on  1  track.  The  20-lane  comparison  is  based  on 
2,000  vehicles  per  lane  per  hour,  with  only  1  occupant  each.  Note  that  the  transit 
line  is  assumed  to  realize  its  utmost  capacity,  an  occurrence  of  the  greatest  rarity. 
On  the  other  hand,  the  highway  vehicles  are  assumed  to  be  all  automobiles,  with 
only  the  driver  occupying  each  one.  If  we  fill  the  automobile,  not  to  capacity, 
but  with  5  persons  each,  we  need  only  4  lanes  to  accommodate  40,000  persons  per 
hour.  Finally,  suppose  we  were  to  transport  the  40,000  people  in  buses.  Then, 
at  55  per  bus,  some  700  buses  would  be  required,  well  under  the  capacity  of  a 
single  freeway  lane.  As  evidence  of  realism  in  this  figure,  20,000  to  25,000  per¬ 
sons  per  hour  are  regularly  moved  in  buses  in  a  single  lane  through  the  Lincoln 
Tunnel  with  ample  room  for  many  private  cars  as  well. 

The  above  example  illustrates  the  fact  that  bold  assertion  should  not  be  sub¬ 
stituted  for  careful  examination  of  the  facts  in  planning  for  the  future  of  trans¬ 
portation  in  our  great  cities.  The  results  of  home  interview  of  origin-destination 
studies  deserve  particular  scrutiny.  For  example,  in  the  analysis  of  a  large 
number  of  these  studies  in  cities  ranging  from  less  than  50,000  to  more  than  1 
million,  it  was  found  that  the  percentage  of  total  internal  trips  that  had  either 
origin  or  destination  in  the  central  business  district  varied  from  21.6  in  cities  of 
less  than  50,000  to  5.6  in  cities  of  more  than  1  million. 

Rapid  transit,  which  is  geared  to  serve  traffic  in  and  out  of  the  central  business 
district,  cannot  cope  with  the  need  for  movement  in  all  directions  throughout  a 
metropolitan  area.  In  New  Orleans  studies  show  that  92,000  vehicles  enter  the 
central  business  district  daily  between  8  a.m.  and  6  p.m.,  of  which  72,000  or 
78  percent  only  pass  through  the  downtown  going  to  some  other  area  in  the  city. 
Obviously  this  condition  calls  for  inner  and  outer  belt  freeways  and  not  primarily 
for  rail  transit. 

It  is  to  be  expected  that  the  analysis  of  origin-destination  studies  and  other 
planning  data  will  result  in  a  realistic  accommodation  between  the  provision  of 
adequate  motor-vehicle  transportation  and  a  reasonable  development  of  rail 
transit  facilities.  In  this  connection  the  potentialities  of  buses  as  a  means  of 
mass  transit  should  be  thoroughly  explored.  The  urban  planning  of  the  future 
should  be  bold  and  farseeing,  but  it  should  be  based  on  fact,  not  on  fancy. 

Any  effort  to  stifle  a  form  of  transportation  in  order  to  preserve  the  central 
business  district  of  a  major  urban  area  as  the  major  retailing  and  service  dispensing 
area  of  the  region  should  be  carefully  weighed  as  to  its  ultimate  effect  on  the 
overall  economy  and  as  to  whether  or  not  it  is  actually  in  the  public  interest. 
It  may  be  that  the  modern  function  of  the  central  business  district  is  to  undergo 
some  change  with  retailing  and  services  being  adapted  to  a  form  of  transportation 
desired  by  the  public. 

Success  of  Federal-State  relationship 

The  continuing  program  of  Federal  aid  for  highways  has  been  a  part  of  national 
transportation  policy  since  1916.  Under  this  program  the  strength  and  technical 
proficiency  of  the  individual  State  highway  departments  have  been  fostered,  and 
at  the  same  time  the  national  interest  in  a  connected  system  of  interstate,  inter¬ 
city,  and  intercounty  highways  has  been  promoted.  By  the  passage  of  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956,  the  Congress  recognized  the  urgency  of  com¬ 
pleting  a  modernized  system  of  interstate  highways,  including  urban  connections, 
that  W’ould  serve  a  substantial  portion  of  the  traffic  to  and  from  and  through  and 
around  principal  cities. 

The  States,  in  concert  with  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  other  interested 
agencies,  have  moved  to  meet  the  challenge  of  the  urban  problem.  The  key  to 
the  situation  is  the  integration  of  highway  planning  with  other  aspects  of  metro¬ 
politan  area  planning.  The  Federal  Housing  Act  of  1961  has  made  possible  closer 
cooperation  between  housing  and  highway  agencies  in  urban  transportation 
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planning;  and  planning  funds  authorized  by  the  act  may  be  used  in  combination 
with  Federal  Highway  planning  (1)4  percent)  funds  to  conduct  urban  transporta¬ 
tion  studies.  The  job,  of  course,  must  be  done  in  each  city  and  each  city  will 
present  different  problems.  The  numerous  great  metropolitan  area  studies, 
the  Chicago  area  transportation  study,  the  Los  Angeles  regional  transportation 
study,  the  Penn-Jersey  study  in  the  Philadelphia-Camden  area,  the  Atlanta 
study,  the  Baltimore-Washington  study  and  the  studies  of  the  Tri-State  area 
of  Connecticut,  New  York,  and  New  Jersey  are  all  evidence  of  enlightened 
Federal-State-community  planning  and  integration  of  the  transportation  plan 
with  a  regional  plan  of  development. 

On  the  national  scale,  one  of  the  early  efforts  to  improve  planning  techniques 
and  develop  State-local  cooperation  was  made  by  the  National  Committee  on 
Urban  Transportation.  This  committee,  financed  primarily  by  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  and  the  Automotive  Safety  Foundation,  did  its  job  well,  and  having 
done  it,  closed  its  doors  last  July. 

The  AMA-AASHO  Joint  Committee  on  Highways  is  and  will  continue  to  be 
an  effective  force  in  bringing  about  closer  State-local  relations.  This  committee 
has  sponsored  several  State  and  regional  meetings  at  which  State  and  local 
officials  were  brought  together  to  consider  the  cooperative  approach  to  urban 
transportation  planning,  and  it  joined  with  the  Urban  Research  Committee  of 
the  Highway  Research  Board  in  sponsoring  the  Sagamore  Conference. 

The  Sagamore  Conference  itself  was  a  milestone  along  the  road  to  better 
mutual  understanding  between  State  and  local  groups.  Here  a  group  of  highway 
officials,  mayors,  city  managers,  city  planners,  businessmen,  economists,  and  other 
specialists  hammered  out  a  statement  of  individual  and  mutual  responsibilities  of 
State  and  local  officials  that,  if  conscientiously  met,  must  surely  produce  a  sound, 
mutually  acceptable  plan  for  transportation  best  suited  to  future  community 
and  highway  user  needs. 

These  efforts  on  a  broad  scale  are  but  one  facet  of  the  developing  cooperative 
approach.  They  spell  out  principles  and  suggest  specific  means  and  methods, 
but  it  remains  for  the  States  themselves,  working  with  the  local  communities,  to 
bring  about  the  actual  cooperation  that  is  required  not  only  in  planning  but  in 
executive  of  the  plan. 

POLICY  POSITION 

1.  There  is  no  evidence  that  other  forms  of  transportation  would  significantly 
reduce  the  need  for  more  adequate  and  safe  highways,  inasmuch  as  our  highway 
facilities  are  still  behind  our  actual  needs,  so  therefore  any  national  transporta¬ 
tion  policy  should  not  reduce  or  limit  Federal  aid  or  the  Federal  interest  in  the 
highway  program  in  the  foreseeable  future. 

2.  The  State  highway  departments,  working  together  with  the  Federal  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads  for  45  years,  have  been  responsible  for  the  major  roadbuilding 
efforts  of  this  Nation  and  for  the  high  degree  of  technological  development  that 
has  occurred.  This  proven  partnership  should  continue  to  be  utilized  in  the  same 
manner  as  in  the  past  in  constructing  future  Federal  aid  highway  programs. 

3.  Federal  aid  funds  for  highways  should  continue  to  be  apportioned  to  the 
State  governments  and  not  directly  to  any  local  levels  of  governments. 

4.  The  coordination  of  planning  and  initiation  of  Federal-aid  highway  projects 
should  continue  to  be  the  responsibility  of  the  State  highway  authority. 

5.  The  major  responsibility  of  studying  highway  needs  and  planning  the 
Nation’s  major  highway  transportation  facilities  must  remain  the  responsibility 
of  the  several  States. 

6.  The  official  State  highway  authority  in  the  State  should  continue  to  be  the 
Federal  Government’s  contact  with  the  State  on  highway  matters. 

7.  The  State  governments  should  continue  to  have  jurisdiction  over  the  State 
highways  within  the  scope  of  existing  Federal  and  State  laws  regardless  of  the 
source  of  funds  used  for  construction. 

8.  The  program  item,  location,  plans,  specifications,  estimates,  and  construc¬ 
tion,  as  well  as  the  quality  of  maintenance  of  projects  constructed  as  Federal-aid 
projects,  should  continue  to  be  approved  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  to 
protect  the  Federal  interest  in  the  project. 

9.  No  Federal  agency  or  group,  other  than  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  should 
have  approval  power  over  Federal-aid  projects  carried  on  by  the  State  highway 
departments. 

10.  The  development  of  highway  design  standards,  highway  signing,  and 
traffic  control  methods,  and  bridge  clearances,  are  engineering  and/or  economic 
in  nature  and  should  not  be  established  by  Federal  legislation  but  should  be 
evolved  jointly  by  the  State  highway  departments  and  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads. 
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11.  It.  is  essential  that  the  highway  construction  programs  of  this  Nation  be 
kept  in  balance  for  the  various  Federal  aid  systems  involved  and  for  the  urban 
and  rural  sections  of  those  systems.  However,  with  changing  economic  and 
environmental  influences,  there  should  be  a  constant  review  as  to  what  constitutes 
a  balanced  program. 

12.  The  present  basic  percentages  for  matching  interstate  and  A-B-C  Federal 
aid  highway  programs  should  be  continued  in  light  of  the  many  demands  made 
of  State  highway  funds  to  furnish  and  maintain  highways. 

13.  Federal  aid  to  the  States  on  the  A-B-C  systems  should  continue  because  of 
the  national  interest  in  having  a  nationwide  system  of  adequate  roads  and  in 
keeping  all  facets  of  the  national  economy  healthy. 

14.  Federal  highway  trust  fund  moneys  should  not  be  expended  for  any  other 
purpose  than  now  authorized  by  law.  They  should  not  be  used  to  subsidize  or 
to  create  other  forms  of  transportation. 

15.  The  contract  authority  procedure,  created  by  the  Federal- Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1922,  which  gives  the  State  the  right  to  initiate  projects  as  soon  as  an 
official  apportionment  is  made,  should  be  restored  and  the  reimbursement  plan¬ 
ning  procedure,  which  was  installed  as  a  temporary  expedient,  should  be  elim¬ 
inated. 

16.  The  Interstate  System  should  be  completed  on  schedule  without  inter¬ 
ruptions,  or  stretchouts,  and  no  section  of  the  system  as  planned  should  be  de¬ 
ferred  in  an  effort  to  try  out  the  effectiveness  of  an  alternate  type  of  transportation. 

17.  The  periodic  interstate  estimates,  as  provided  by  section  104(b)(5)  of  title 
23,  United  States  Code,  Highways,  is  the  equitable  and  proper  basis  for  appor¬ 
tioning  interstate  Federal  funds  to  the  several  States  to  achieve  simultaneous 
construction  and  completion  of  the  Interstate  System  to  proper  standards. 

18.  Adding  mileage  to  the  Interstate  System  at  this  time  would  result  in  the 
delay  of  the  completion  of  interstate  routes,  and  any  additions  should  be  con¬ 
sidered  at  a  later  time  when  a  greater  percentage  of  the  currently  authorized 
Interstate  System  is  completed  and  at  such  time  that  proposed  additions  can  be 
more  accurately  evaluated.  At  that  time  Congress  could  reappraise  the  Nation’s 
highway  needs  to  determine  if  it  is  in  the  national  interest  to  extend  the  program. 

19.  Urban  portions  of  the  Interstate  System  constitute  an  integral  and  essential 
part  of  the  system  and  should  be  planned  and  developed  by  the  State  highway 
departments  as  urban  extensions  and  connections  of  the  overall  highway  network 
and  should  be  done  in  close  cooperation  with  the  appropriate  local  governments 
and  interested  Federal  agencies. 

20.  The  development  of  scientific  relationships  between  transportation,  land 
use,  and  urban  development  should  be  explored  and  these  interactions  established 
in  order  that  highways  in  urban  areas  may  be  properly  planned  to  serve  the 
greatest  need.  Such  planning  should  be  areawide  in  extent  and  utilize  adminis¬ 
trative  and  technical  assistance  of  the  local  government  in  helping  the  State 
highway  official  arrive  at  the  final  decision. 

21.  In  major  urban  areas,  where  both  the  highways  and  rail  transit  facilities 
are  required,  they  should  not  be  considered  competitive,  but  should  be  planned 
to  complement  each  other  into  an  efficient  integrated  system  for  transporting 
people  and  goods,  with  the  desires  of  the  public  being  the  major  guide. 

22.  It  is  recognized  that  in  many  locations,  space  over  and  under  major  high¬ 
ways  must  be  utilized,  but,  in  so  doing,  State  permission  should  be  required  in 
addition  to  meeting  Federal  requirements,  inasmuch  as  the  maintenance  and 
operation  of  Federal-aid  projects  is  a  wholly  State  responsibility. 

23.  Artificial  deterrents  or  negative  incentives  to  automotive  travel  in  urban 
areas  should  not  be  instituted  inasmuch  as  natural  phenomena  and  economic 
factors  will  properly  control  the  problem,  if  and  when  it  becomes  a  problem. 

24.  The  matter  of  sizes  and  weights  for  commercial  vehicles  allowed  on  high¬ 
ways  should  be  determined  by  the  several  States  having  jurisdiction  over  the  high¬ 
ways,  and  every  effort  should  be  made  through  interstate  compacts  or  other  appro¬ 
priate  arrangements  to  eliminate  any  nonuniformity  that  would  agitate  for 
nationalization  of  the  highway  system. 

The  sizes  and  weights  of  vehicles  allowed  on  highways  should  be  based  on 
engineering  and  economic  studies  that  will  protect  the  investment  of  highways, 
yet  give  the  maximum  use  of  highways  and  the  several  State  governments  should 
be  encouraged  to  adopt  uniform  weight  and  size  regulations  as  recommended  by 
AASHO  policy. 

Each  State  should  have  the  authority  to  temporarily  reduce  the  maximum 
allowable  weight  and  size  dimension  of  vehicles  permitted  to  operate  over  its 
highways  during  spring  thaw  period  or  other  similar  periods  in  order  to  protect  the 
highway  investment. 
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25.  That  the  State  highway  department  have  approval  of  any  and  all  proposals 
and  plans  designed  to  set  aside  elements  of  any  highway,  under  its  jurisdiction,  for 
the  purpose  of  installing  rail  transit  or  for  the  exclusive  use  of  a  special  type  of 
motor  transport  and  such  special  use  should  be  considered  only  after  compre¬ 
hensive  studies  show  it  to  be  the  most  economical  and  efficient  arrangement 
possible  and  that  it  is  in  the  public  interest  and  will  not  create  a  safety  hazard. 

Mr.  Womack.  This  transportation  policy  also  was  developed  by 
the  heads  of  the  several  State  highway  departments  to  emphasize 
the  importance  of  highways  in  our  economy  and  in  our  way  of  life, 
and  not  to  promote  highways,  but  to  present  some  facts  in  the  public 
interest  that  we  believe  were  not  receiving  complete  consideration  by 
the  several  groups  studying  the  matter  of  overall  transportation 
policies. 

It  was  also  developed  and  presented  to  counteract  some  misinfor¬ 
mation  regarding  highways  and  other  forms  of  transportation. 

We  are  certain  that  interest  in  all  phases  of  transportation  will 
become  more  important  and  attract  more  attention  on  the  part  of  the 
Congress  as  time  goes  on,  and  as  the  dynamic  urbanization  of  this 
Nation  continues  to  present  transportation  and  related  problems. 

We  have  also  heard  of  proposals  that  Federal-aid  highway  projects 
in  urban  areas  be  subject  to  approval  by  the  Administrator  of  the 
Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency.  We  are  definitely  opposed  to 
such  an  arrangement.  We  believe  that  a  single  Federal  agency  should 
have  the  contact  with  the  States  and  that  divided  authority  would 
only  provide  controversy  and  serious  delays  in  completing  the  high¬ 
way  program. 

We  believe  that  if  the  interests  of  any  other  Federal  agency  are  in¬ 
volved  in  the  program,  then  those  problems  should  be  handled  by 
interagency  liaison  at  the  Federal  level. 

Our  position  is  the  same  on  H.R.  10453,  which  would  provide  for 
the  approval  of  Federal-aid  highway  projects  by  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior. 

It  was  not  possible  for  the  American  Association  of  State  Highway 
Officials  to  appear  at  the  recent  hearings  on  H.R.  10113  and  H.R.  10318 
and  related  bills  to  establish  standby  authority  for  a  Federal  emergency 
public  works  program.  We  would,  however,  at  this  time  like  to  make 
a  brief  comment  with  regard  to  our  attitude  on  such  a  program. 

We  would  oppose  such  standby  authority  having  the  right  to  take 
Federal-aid  highway  funds,  that  have  been  officially  apportioned  to  a 
State  highway  department,  but  yet  unobligated,  for  the  purpose  of 
financing  an  emergency  program. 

The  States  do  their  advance  planning  of  construction  and  their  own 
fiscal  needs  on  the  basis  of  their  apportioned  Federal-aid  funds. 

Mr.  Scherer.  May  I  interrupt,  Mr.  Womack,  and  say  that,  one  of 
the  representatives  of  the  administration — 4  can’t  recall  which  one — 
was  asked  a  specific  question  as  to  whether  this  standby  bill  would 
permit  the  President  to  take  money  from  the  highway  trust  fund  and 
divert  it  to  use  in  this  emergency  program,  and  the  representative  of 
the  Federal  Government  said  that  the  legislation  would  not  permit 
this  to  be  done. 

I  have  some  question  in  my  mind  that  somebody  else  might  not  in¬ 
terpret  the  present  bill  to  mean  that  trust  funds  could  be  applied  to 
this  emergency  standby  program.  Of  course,  I  would  be  opposed  to 
it.  I  am  opposed  to  the  whole  bill. 

Mr.  Fallon.  I  think  I  was  the  one  who  asked  that  question. 
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Mr.  Scherer.  Yes;  you  were.  You  are  always  protecting  the 
trust  fund. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Go  ahead,  Mr.  Womack. 

Mr.  Womack.  Many  of  them,  by  necessity,  have  to  take  advantage 
of  the  grace  period  allowed  on  apportioned  Federal-aid  funds  in 
planning  their  programs  and  in  providing  matching  funds.  To  take 
such  moneys  and  divert  them  to  other  uses  could  be  catastrophic  for 
the  highway  program  in  a  State. 

The  highway  needs  are  such  that  continuous  and  uninterrupted 
construction  is  essential  to  keep  from  losing  ground  at  too  great  a 
pace.  The  A-B-C  program  is  an  essential  one  that  cannot  be  subject 
to  being  turned  on  and  off  to  match  some  economic  index. 

We  also  oppose  such  a  program  taking  Federal  highway  trust  fund 
balances  for  other  purposes  than  financing  the  highway  program  and 
jeopardizing  the  simultaneous  completion  of  the  Interstate  System  in 
all  States. 

We  wish,  however,  to  bring  to  your  attention  the  tremendous  back¬ 
log  of  needed  betterments  on  existing  highways  that  can  easily  fit  into 
such  an  emergency  public  works  program,  and  these  are  the  types  of 
projects  that  can  be  initiated  quickly  and  are  generally  not  eligible  for 
Federal-aid.  construction.  They  could  be  moved  to  contract  as 
quickly  as  is  consistent  with  good  practice  in  competitive  bidding  and 
can  be  completed  in  a  year  if  the  year  embraces  the  construction 
season. 

We  are  speaking  of  the  type  of  work  that  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ments  did  in  the  1958  Federal-aid  D  program.  At  that  time,  12,000 
miles  of  existing  highways  were  widened  or  resurfaced  and  many 
narrow  bridges  were  widened,  making  a  major  contribution  to  safe, 
comfortable,  and  economical  travel  on  many  of  our  critically  deficient 
highways. 

Generally,  no  additional  right-of-way  is  required  and  the  work  can 
start  circulating  money  in  a  community  in  a  very  short  tune.  The 
State  highway  departments,  as  established  agencies,  can  handle  such 
a  program,  with  no  additional  time  needed  for  establishing  new 
organizations  for  the  purpose. 

We  believe  that  you,  as  the  House  committee  charged  with  the 
responsibility  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  program  and  its  authoriza¬ 
tions,  would  be  interested  in  having  a  brief  outline  of  the  vast  operation 
that  is  established  and  is  essential  for  conducting  a  program  containing 
so  many  varied  and  highly  scientific  fields  as  our  big  highway  program. 

It  is  necessary  to  have  a  desirable  amount  of  uniformity  of  practice 
in  the  program,  yet  not  to  the  degree  that  individual  creative  initiative 
is  discouraged.  Otherwise,  there  would  be  little  or  no  progress 
toward  developing  improved  techniques  and  cutting  costs. 

It  is  necessary  to  have  an  effective  arrangement  whereby  there  is 
constant  communication  between  the  highway  specialists  in  the  respec¬ 
tive  fields  involved,  so  there  is  effective  correlation  of  activities  and 
dissemination  of  new  developments. 

It  is  essential  that  the  combined  skills,  experience,  and  professional 
judgment  of  the  various  classes  of  specialists  be  utilized  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  standards,  specifications,  and  policies  required  to  carry  out 
the  Nation’s  highway  programs.  This  is  accomplished  through  the 
AASHO  procedures. 

It  also  is  desirable  to  maintain  a  strong  relationship  with  the 
engineering  educators  and  industry  researchers. 
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It  is  through  such  operations  that  our  professional  people,  most  of 
whom  are  the  products  of  our  many  accredited  engineering  colleges, 
are  involved  in  very  effective  and  continuous  graduate  level  training 
at  all  times  while  carrying  on  their  everyday  duties.  It  has  been 
this  means  whereby  highway  technology  lias  been  developed  in  our 
country  to  such  a  high  degree  and  to  where  our  professional  people  are 
considered  the  best  in  the  world. 

The  operation,  by  necessity,  must  be  complex  for  many  specialized 
areas  are  involved,  such  as  management  techniques,  personnel  de¬ 
velopment,  fiscal  control,  materials  and  testing,  physical  research, 
economic  research,  planning,  aerial  photography,  electronic  computer 
engineering  applications,  bridge  structure  design,  traffic  engineering, 
roadway  design,  geometric  and  structure  design  procedures,  right- 
of-way  acquisition,  interactions  between  urban  transportation  and 
urban  development,  and  many  more. 

Forty-seven  have  installed  electronic  computers  and  developed 
skilled  operators.  Twenty-three  are  now  installing  the  second 
generation  of  newer  and  larger  computers  to  increase  engineering 
productivity  even  further. 

Just  as  in  any  other  highly  skilled  profession,  many  things  in  high¬ 
ways  are  not  exact  sciences  and  are  sometimes  subject  to  differing 
professional  judgment,  which,  in  itself,  is  a  strong  force  in  developing 
new  and  improved  procedures. 

Inasmuch  as  very  few  of  you  have  had  the  opportunity  to  know  of 
the  operations  behind  the  scenes  to  develop  procedures,  policies,  and 
standards,  and  because  most  of  you  recognize  that  such  operations 
would  be  essential,  we  not  only  believe  that  it  is  desirable  to  tell  you 
of  these  activities  but  that  it  is  absolutely  necessary,  for  it  is  possible 
that  you  may  come  to  the  conclusion  that  there  is  a  void  in  this  phase- 
of  handling  the  program. 

We  are  also  aware  of  the  fact  that  many  of  you  have  spent  many 
hours  hearing  testimony  on  some  of  the  blotches  on  and  human  failings 
in  the  highway  program,  which  actually  involves  a  relatively  small 
number  of  the  total  State  highway  employees  and  projects  in  the 
highway  program. 

It  is  human  to  form  opinions  and  to  be  influenced  by  the  things  to 
which  you  have  been  exposed.  Many  of  you  have  been  exposed 
mainly  to  the  dark  side,  and  it  could  be  easy  and  human  for  you  to 
sell  the  program  and  the  highway  departments  short  and  to  lean 
toward  curing  the  problem  by  favoring  more  and  more  Federal 
control. 

There  have  been  some  shortcomings  in  handling  the  program,  and 
we  have  certain  activities  underway  to  correct  them.  Any  corruption 
or  dishonesty  involved,  however,  should  be  dealt  with  promptly  and 
vigorously. 

Our  irregularities  mostly  have  been  in  those  areas  that  were  ex¬ 
panded  most  by  the  big  increase  in  the  program,  such  as  project  level 
personnel  and  right-of-way  operations,  with  the  proper  amount  of 
blame  for  these  things  being  laid  at  the  door  of  top  administration. 

We  still  claim,  however,  that  acquiring  highway  right-of-way  is 
different  than  right-of-way  acquisition  for  other  purposes,  mainly 
because  of  the  factors  of  severance,  loss  of  ues,  access,  enhancement, 
the  various  natures  of  damage,  and  so  forth.  We  are  quick  to  point 
out  that  a  vast  amount  of  the  top  know-how  in  highway  right-of-way 
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acquisition  field  is  in  the  State  highway  departments  and  the  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads.  This  talent,  together  with  that  in  the  American 
Right-of-Way  Association,  is  working  on  corrective  procedures  and 
training  programs  to  overcome  the  deficiencies  found. 

Don’t  discount  the  highway  program.  The  public  is  getting  good, 
serviceable,  convenient,  modern  highways,  that  are  saving  lives  and 
money  and  expanding  our  economy.  The  program  is  on  schedule. 

Any  faulty  construction  involved  is  an  exceedingly  small  part  of 
the  overall  program,  and  it  can  usually  be  rendered  serviceable  and 
the  builder  can  be  properly  penalized.  We  are  working  constantly 
to  reduce  undesirable  work  to  a  bare  minimum  and  we  are  succeeding. 

The  success  of  the  highway  program  to  date  has  been  due  to  the 
fact  that  it  is  a  Federal-aid  program  to  the  States  and  not  a  Federal 
program,  and  it  is  one  that  has  been  effectively  coordinated  by  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  to  protect  the  Federal  interest. 

We  are  quite  concerned  about  the  attitude  in  many  quarters  that 
the  program  is  or  should  become  a  Federal  program. 

Even  with  the  Federal  contribution  of  90  percent  to  the  Interstate 
System,  the  States  are  still  furnishing  40  percent  of  the  construction 
money  for  the  highway  programs  of  this  Nation,  and  financing  the 
total  cost  of  maintenance  and  operation.  We  are  still  very  much 
partners  in  this  venture. 

We  expected  that  a  program  so  big  and  so  important  would  be 
reviewed  by  a  congressional  committee,  and  we  expected  that  a  certain 
amount  of  shortcomings  would  be  exposed,  especially  in  the  beginning 
years  of  the  program.  We  are,  however,  genuinely  concerned  over 
some  of  the  side  effects  of  the  investigations  that  are  not  in  the  public 
interest.  We  refer  to  some  irresponsible  publicity  that  is  undermining 
the  public  confidence  in  the  program  and  in  the  officials  who  administer 
it,  as  well  as  the  tendency  to  impose  more  and  more  restrictions  and 
controls  over  the  program  at  the  Federal  level. 

Admittedly,  some  step-up  in  Federal  inspections  has  been  indicated, 
but  it  is  easy  to  go  overboard  and  increase  inspections  and  paperwork 
to  the  point  of  diminishing  returns.  The  result  is  raising  the  costs  of 
roads  far  out  of  proportion  to  the  relatively  minor  and  theoretical 
improvements  that  might  be  obtained. 

Contractors  have  been  complaining  about  this  problem  and  it  is 
now  reflected  in  increased  costs,  for  we  have  had  a  4-percent  increase 
in  bid  prices  during  the  past  year,  after  prices  remaining  relatively 
static  for  5  years.  Contractors  point  out  increased  inspections,  with 
resulting  slow-downs  in  the  construction  progress,  together  with  our 
inspection  and  other  personnel  becoming  hesitant  to  give  prompt 
decisions,  are  the  major  factors  involved. 

This  latter  thing  is  a  human  reaction  that  has  been  caused  by  the 
adverse  publicity  and  the  personnel,  involved  in  the  decisionmaking 
process,  wanting  to  be  sure  that  they  do  not  become  involved  in 
the  investigative  spotlight. 

To  correct  the  irregularities  in  the  program  that  have  been  disclosed, 
AASHO  developed,  printed  and  distributed  30,000  copies  of  an 
“Informational  Guide  on  Project  Procedures,”  which  is  a  guide 
whereby  the  individual  State  highway  departments  can  make  a  com¬ 
parative  review  of  their  respective  administrative  practices,  then- 
handling  the  program  at  the  project  level,  and  their  procedures  in  the 
field  of  right-of-way  acquisition. 
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There  have  been  several  meetings  of  the  chief  administrative 
officers  of  the  several  State  highway  departments  for  the  purpose  of 
discussing  the  weaknesses  that  have  been  exposed  and  the  way  and 
necessity  of  correcting  them. 

We  also  initiated  several  training  programs  that  will  be  discussed 
later. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  no  additional  Federal  laws  are  necessary, 
for  with  the  penalties  now  prescribed  for  improper  actions  or  certifica¬ 
tions,  together  with  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to 
cut  a  State  off  from  the  Federal-aid  highway  program,  or  to  withhold 
funds  from  a  project,  or  decline  to  reimburse  a  State  for  a  project  for 
cause,  are  entirely  adequate  to  protect  the  Federal  interest. 

The  matter  of  correcting  situations  at  the  State  level  is  one  that  is 
the  responsibility  of  the  State  and  the  people  in  it,  and  we  are  sure 
that  they  will  take  care  of  their  own  problems  in  the  manner  they 
deem  best.  The  investigations  could  have  a  beneficial  effect  where 
salaries  or  employment  conditions  need  improvement,  or  where 
certain  reorganization  or  changes  in  State  laws  are  indicated. 

We  also  would  like  to  mention  that  since  the  program  has  been 
stepped  up  and  has  become  so  important  and  involves  so  much  money, 
there  have  been  challenges  from  competitive  transportation  interests 
as  well  as  from  other  agencies  and  groups  wanting  to  get  into  the  act 
that  have  added  to  our  problems.  However,  we  believe  that  these 
challenges  are  being  handled  satisfactorily.  To  explain  the  ASSHO 
process  we  offer  the  following: 

In  1914,  the  men  who  had  the  responsibility  of  administering  the 
highway  programs  of  the  Nation  decided  an  association  free  of  com¬ 
mercialism  and  profit  incentives  should  be  organized,  and  the  purpose 
of  that  organization,  which  became  known  as  ASSHO,  is  to  foster  the 
development,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  a  nationwide  integrated 
system  of  highways  to  adequately  serve  the  transportation  needs  of 
our  country,  and  to  develop  and  improve  the  methods  of  administra¬ 
tion,  design,  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  highways; 
to  study  all  problems  connected  with  highway  transport;  to  counsel 
with  the  Congress  on  highway  legislation;  to  develop  technical,  ad¬ 
ministrative,  and  highway  operational  standards  and  policies,  and  to 
cooperate  with  other  agencies  in  the  consideration  and  solution  of 
highway  problems. 

Membership  in  AASHO  is  by  State  highway  department  and  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads.  There  are  no  individual  or  commercial  memberships. 
Voting  is  by  member  department,  with  each  one  having  one  vote,  with 
a  two-thirds  favorable  vote  required  to  adopt  standards.  Through  our 
regular  annual  meetings  and  through  our  many  committees,  we  have 
the  means  for  utilizing  the  talents  and  contributions  of  all  of  the 
employees  of  the  member  departments. 

We  also  have,  in  the  AASHO,  the  vehicle  by  which  there  is  a 
constant  exchange  of  information  and  developments  between  our 
people.  AASHO  has  a  standing  committee  on  administration,  which 
is  made  up  of  the  chief  administrative  officers.  Under  that  are  11 
subcommittees,  as  follows:  administrative  practices,  highway  finance, 
highway  transport,  legal  affairs,  right-of-way,  uniform  accounting, 
public  information,  factual  surveys,  electronics,  radio,  and  urban 
transportation  planning.  In  recent  years,  40  States  have  organized 
urban  units  in  the  department  to  better  handle  the  increasing  urban 
highway  problems. 
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We  also  have  a  standing  committee  on  standards,  which  includes 
the  engineering  committees,  such  as  the  operating  committee  on 
planning  and  design  policies,  traffic,  design,  bridges  and  structures, 
materials,  construction,  maintenance  and  equipment,  roadside  de¬ 
velopment,  research  activities,  and  secondary  roads.  We  also  have 
special  subcommittee  such  as  standard  nomenclature  of  highway  terms 
and  bridge  clearances,  and  replacement  in  kind  involving  water 
resources  projects. 

We  have  several  very  important  and  active  joint  committees  with 
such  groups  as  American  Road  Builders’  Association,  the  Associated 
General  Contractors  of  America,  the  National  Highway  Users  Con¬ 
ference,  the  American  Municipal  Association,  American  Right-of- 
Way  Association,  National  Association  of  County  Officials,  and  the 
Association  of  American  Railroads.  We  have  representatives  on  the 
National  Committee  on  Uniform  Traffic  Control  Devices  and  on  the 
National  Committee  on  Traffic  Laws  and  Ordinances. 

We  have  advisory  committees  to  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  on 
Right-of-Way,  Utilization  of  Air  Space,  and  on  Emergency  Planning- 
Operation  Alert. 

Our  joint  operations  with  the  American  Road  Builders’  Association 
provide  an  effective  means  of  communications  between  materials  and 
equipment  producers  and  the  technical  highway  people  to  where  the 
talents  of  both  are  used  to  develop  and  appraise  new  materials  and 
equipment. 

We  discuss  contractual  matters  and  construction  specifications  with 
the  Associated  General  Contractors  of  America. 

We  cooperate  with  the  National  Highway  Users  Conference  in 
improving  highway  management  practices  and  in  personnel  develop¬ 
ment  techniques. 

We  discuss  with  the  American  Municipal  Association  the  many 
comples  problems  of  highways  and  urban  development. 

Our  joint  operations  with  the  American  Right-of-Way  Association 
deal  with  planning  utility  adjustments  occasioned  by  highway  im¬ 
provements,  to  keep  such  costs  and  the  public  inconvenience  at  a 
minimum. 

Our  newly  created  joint  committee  with  the  National  Association 
of  County  Officials  will  deal  with  the  many  mutual  problems  between 
the  two  levels  of  government  in  handling  the  highway  program. 

The  National  Committee  on  Traffic  Laws  and  Ordinances  is  the 
one  that  develops  the  Model  Ordinances  and  the  Uniform  Code, 
which  constitute  the  basis  of  most  of  the  rules  of  the  road  adopted 
by  the  municipal  and  State  governments. 

The  National  Committee  on  Uniform  Traffic  Control  Devices  is 
one  that  dates  back  to  the  origination  of  standard  highway  signing 
and  marking  in  this  country,  and  AASHO  was  one  of  the  original 
members.  This  committee  is  the  one  that  develops  the  Uniform 
Manual  for  signing  and  marking  all  public  roads  and  streets  with  the 
(exception  of  the  Interstate  System. 

The  Interstate  Manual,  in  order  to  achieve  the  uniformity  desired, 
and  since  no  other  level  of  government  was  involved,  was  developed  by 
the  States  and  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  through  the  AASHO 
process. 

Most  of  our  committees  also  have  many  active  subcommittees  as¬ 
signed  to  specialized  problem  areas  within  the  committee’s  fold. 
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Practically  all  of  our  committees  have  a  member  for  each  State 
highway  department.  For  instance,  our  committee  on  materials  is 
made  up  of  the  chief  materials  engineer  of  each  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  and  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  and  such  committees  each 
represent  a  thousand  years  of  combined  experience  and  background 
that  is  the  best  available.  Each  is  a  board  of  the  top  experts  in  the 
respective  fields.  There  is  a  committee  to  serve  every  phase  and 
discipline  of  the  highway  program,  and  through  continuous  correspond¬ 
ence  their  work  is  always  active  throughout  the  year. 

All  of  our  committees  have  two  sessions  at  our  annual  meetings, 
and  the  following  also  have  special  meetings  during  the  year:  Planning 
and  design  policies,  bridges  and  structures,  materials,  design,  highway 
transport,  roadside  development,  and  electronics,  in  order  to  keep 
current  on  developments,  study  problems  or  to  develop  needed  specifi¬ 
cations,  standards,  etc. 

In  addition,  there  are  four  regional  associations  of  State  highway 
administrative  and  technical  officials  that  meet  each  year  to  study 
mutual  problems  and  appraise  developments  that  are  regional  in 
nature. 

In  1920,  the  State  highway  departments  felt  the  need  for  the  estab¬ 
lishment  of  a  forum  for  the  exchange  of  research  information  and  a 
clearinghouse  for  all  branches  of  highway  engineering,  and,  as  a  result, 
the  National  Academy  of  Sciences  created  the  Highway  Research 
Board.  This  agency  administered  our  AASHO  road  test  project. 
The  Federal  Highway  Administrator  and  several  State  highway  offi¬ 
cials  serve  on  the  executive  committee  of  the  board.  The  board’s 
annual  meeting  is  attended  by  nearly  2,500  top  highway  and  industrial 
researchers  and  top  educators. 

In  1947,  after  the  need  was  expressed  by  highway  officials,  a  cor¬ 
relation  service  was  established  by  the  board  and  subscribed  to  by  all 
of  the  State  highway  departments  in  order  to  furnish  a  more  efficient 
correlation  and  exchange  of  information  on  all  highway  research  and 
new  procedures. 

Specialists  of  the  board  make  periodic  calls  on  the  State  highway 
departments  to  get  firsthand  information  on  problems,  new  methods, 
research  underway,  and  to  advise  as  to  what  is  going  on  elsewhere. 
The  service  also  consists  of  a  continuous  supply  of  reports  and  papers 
on  highway  research  reports  and  studies  and  scientific  information. 

The  correlation  service  of  the  board  also  conducted  our  highway 
laws  study,  wherein  all  of  the  highway  and  related  laws  at  all  levels 
of  government,  as  well  as  all  decisions  and  opinions,  were  compiled 
and  made  available  to  the  States. 

The  Highway  Research  Board  holds  special  conferences  throughout 
the  year  on  such  subjects  as  highway  economics,  urban  affairs,  high¬ 
way  planning,  fiscal  management,  night  visibility,  etc.  The  board  is 
very  important  in  that  it  is  a  part  of  the  National  Academy  of  Sciences 
and  as  such  can  utilize  and  draw  on  the  talents  of  outstanding  individ¬ 
uals  in  industry,  from  all  levels  of  government,  and  from  our  institu¬ 
tions  of  higher  learning.  Its  reputation  and  prestige  are  well  known 
and  it  makes  a  most  valuable  contribution  to  highways. 

We  believe  that  you  would  be  interested  in  some  of  the  programs 
that  AASFIO  has  underway  or  in  the  formative  stages.  Our  bridges 
and  structures  committee  is  constantly  updating  our  bridge  specifi¬ 
cations,  and  every  4  years  a  new  edition  is  published.  The  same  is 
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true  for  the  committee  on  materials.  These  committees  maintain 
an  active  liaison  with  the  other  professional  and  sceintific  groups  of 
allied  interests. 

Our  construction  committee  is  undertaking  a  complete  review  of  all 
of  the  States  construction  specifications,  to  determine  if  there  are  any 
obsolete  or  nonuniform  provisions  in  use  that  are  not  in  the  public 
interest,  and  to  prepare  a  basic  guide  set  of  specifications,  using  the 
desired  amount  of  uniformity,  but  leaving  enough  flexibility  that  the 
individual  States  may  include  such  special  provisions  as  are  needed  to 
cover  their  individual  requirements,  such  as  local  materials,  weather 
conditions,  soils,  and  so  forth.  We  do  not  want  nationwide  inflexible 
uniformity  as  a  requirement. 

We  are  developing  an  AASHO  training  program  for  construction, 
bridge,  and  materials  inspectors.  This  program  will  set  out  the  mini¬ 
mum  requirements  and  training  for  assignment  to  such  positions  and 
the  courses  would  be  given  by  engineering  colleges  and  universities, 
which  would  examine  an  applicant  and  determine  if  he  were  qualified 
for  assignment,  thereby  eliminating  some  of  the  pitfalls  of  assigning 
patronage  appointees  and  attempting  complete  training  on  the  job. 

Practically  all  of  our  professional  employees  are  the  product  of  our 
top  engineering  colleges,  but  the  class  of  personnel  involved  in  the 
AASHO  training  program  will  be  subprofessional  technicians,  assigned 
to  the  project  level.  Due  to  the  size  of  the  program  and  the  turnover 
in  this  level  of  personnel,  the  training  program  must  develop  trainees 
in  large  numbers  and  because  of  this  it  will  have  to  be  done  close  to 
home.  Many  of  the  States  have  very  satisfactory  training  programs 
at  the  present  time  for  inspectors  and  technicians.  Some  few  do  not. 

AASHO  is  also  developing  a  training  program  to  teach  the  funda¬ 
mentals  of  highway  right-of-way  acquisition  and  appraisal.  Few 
colleges  teach  these  subjects  at  the  present  time,  arid  a  certain  amount 
of  on-the-job  training  will  be  necessary  for  those  finishing  the  train¬ 
ing  and  instruction  in  fundamentals.  We  are  cooperating  with  the 
American  Right-of-Way  Association  in  developing  this  program. 

We  are  also  in  the  formative  stages  of  establishing  a  reference 
laboratory  for  highway  materials,  other  than  portland  cement.  Such 
a  laboratory  for  portland  cement  only  is  currently  operating  in  the 
Bureau  of  Standards.  None  is  in  existence  for  the  other  highway 
materials  and  we  feel  one  is  desirable  for  an  improved  quality  control 
program. 

The  proposed  reference  laboratory  would  furnish  a  means  for  cali¬ 
brating  the  States’  testing  equipment  and  also  checking  the  perform¬ 
ance  of  the  technicians  engaged  in  testing.  This  would  involve  one 
central  laboratory,  probably  in  Washington,  D.C.,  to  run  samples 
submitted  for  checking,  together  with  traveling  equipment  that  could 
call  on  all  of  the  State  highway  laboratories  and  make  spot  checks  and 
calibrate  equipment  in  use. 

The  States  have  formalized  a  joint  continuing  research  program, 
whereby  each  will  contribute  an  amount  equal  to  one-twentieth  of 
their  1%  percent  planning  research  funds  to  a  financing  pool  each  year, 
with  projects  being  selected  through  the  AASHO  process. 

Suggested  program  items  in  the  research  program  come  from  the 
State  highway  departments  and  are  then  screened  and  selected  by 
balloting  by  the  State  highway  departments. 
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The  program  is  designed  to  research  important  and  pressing  prob¬ 
lem  areas  that  are  of  mutual  interest  to  a  majority  of  the  States  and 
are  beyond  the  ability  of  a  single  State  to  undertake. 

The  program  is  to  be  administered  by  the  Highway  Research  Board 
and  monitored  by  the  AASHO  organization.  Projects  will  be  con¬ 
tracted  to  colleges,  institutes,  one  or  more  State  highway  departments, 
etc.,  and  only  if  the  agency  has  demonstrated  exceptional  interest  and 
competence  in  the  particular  research  area. 

The  six  program  items  agreed  upon  to  constitute  the  first  program 
include: 

(1)  Satellite  tests,  as  followups  of  the  AASHO  road  test  to  cor¬ 
relate  findings  with  local  conditions  and  to  refine  results; 

(2)  Research  to  develop  warrants  and  standards  for  highway 
lighting; 

(3)  Research  to  increase  traffic  capacity  and  safety,  including 
the  use  of  electronic  techniques; 

(4)  Program  to  find  ways  on  the  benefication  of  aggregates,  to 
improve  borderline  aggregates  for  satisfactory  use,  especially 
where  aggregate  sources  are  being  exhausted; 

(5)  Research  to  eliminate  or  decrease  damage  to  bridge  struc¬ 
tures  from  deicing  operations  and  to  find  the  best  methods  for 
restoring  structures  so  damaged;  and 

(6)  Determination  and  evaluation  of  user  and  nonuser  benefits 
from  highways. 

Also,  in  the  field  of  research,  in  1960,  all  of  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ments  had  a  total  of  $5.3  million  of  such  work  underway  in  addition 
to  the  AASHO  road  test,  $2  million  of  which  was  handled  by  the  State 
highway  departments  and  with  approximately  $3  million  being  handled 
by  universities.  All  in  all,  the  State  highway  departments  had  260 
research  projects  underway  in  institutions  of  higher  learning  in  that 
year.  The  1960  year  is  the  latest  for  which  the  figures  are  available. 

As  to  the  lK-percent  funds  used  for  research  and  planning,  about 
60  percent  is  used  for  data  gathering,  26  percent  for  planning,  and  14 
percent  for  research.  It  should  be  borne  in  mind,  however,  that  data 
collection  is  essential  for  the  other  two  operations. 

Another  program  of  AASHO,  at  the  present  time,  is  to  establish 
comprehensive  transportation  planning  in  towns  and  cities  of  50,000 
to  250,000  population  in  order  that  we  will  be  assured  that  the  plan¬ 
ning  and  construction  of  highway  facilities  in  urban  areas  give  proper 
consideration  to,  and  will  fit  into,  other  phases  of  urban  development. 

In  this  program  we  actively  solicit  the  support  and  contribution  of 
all  of  the  interested  officials  and  technicians  at  all  levels  of  government 
involved,  and  insist  that  the  planning  will  be  urban  areawide  in  its 
scope. 

This  program  is  in  coopei’ation  with  the  American  Municipal  Asso¬ 
ciation  and  the  National  Association  of  County  Officials,  with  the 
Housing  Agency  and  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  being  requested  to 
cooperate  and  assist. 

Most  of  the  urban  areas  in  excess  of  one-quarter  million  population 
either  now  have  underway  or  have  planned  an  adequate  transporta¬ 
tion  planning  program  at  this  time. 

We  desire,  through  this  program  to  develop  the  planning  process  in 
our  growing  urban  areas  throughout  the  country  and  to  develop  im¬ 
proved  techniques  and  procedures  as  we  progress.  We  also  plan  to 
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develop  specialists  in  urban  transportation  planning  and  economics 
by  the  chain  reaction  process  as  the  program  moves  along.  Most  of 
the  scientific  methods  of  transportation  planning  that  are  now  in 
existence  were  developed  in  the  State  highway  departments. 

Another  operation  of  AASHO  that  is  little  known  to  the  general 
public  has  to  do  with  the  very  well  known  U.S.  numbered  highway 
system,  which  the  State  highway  departments  established  in  1926 
and  which  is  administered  by  AASHO.  The  system  is  for  the  purpose 
of  giving  a  uniform  and  continuous  route  number  to  those  major 
routes  available  to  serve  the  main  streams  of  interstate  traffic  and  join 
the  major  traffic  generating  areas  of  the  Nation. 

When  this  system  was  initiated  in  1926,  it  totaled  96,626  miles.  At 
the  present  time  it  totals  some  180,000  miles.  Changes  in  the  system 
are  made  on  the  basis  of  applications  submitted  and  supported  by  the 
member  State  highway  departments. 

Most  of  the  people  believe  that  the  U.S.  numbered  system  is  a 
Federal  highway  system,  whereas  it  is  composed  of  highways  under 
State  jurisdiction,  and  the  Federal  contribution  to  the  system,  as  it  now 
exists,  is  probably  in  the  neighborhood  of  not  more  than  15  percent 
of  the  total  construction  cost.  Its  distinctive  route  marker,  just  as 
the  official  interstate  route  marker,  was  designed  through  AASHO. 

It  is  interesting  to  note  that  at  the  time  the  U.S.  numbered  system 
was  established  by  the  State  highway  departments  for  the  convenience 
of  the  public  in  1926,  it  was  suggested  that  it  be  called  the  Interstate 
System;  however,  the  U.S.  numbered  system  terminology  was  favored 
and  officially  adopted. 

One  of  the  major  activities  of  the  AASHO  organization  is  the 
development  and  issuance  of  the  technical  highway  publications 
covering  design  procedures,  standards,  policies,  specifications,  tests, 
etc.,  that  are  needed  to  plan,  design,  build,  and  operate  not  only  our 
own  highway  programs  but  are  also  used  wherever  highways  are 
constructed  throughout  the  world. 

When  a  committee  reports  out  a  draft  of  a  proposed  publication 
it  goes  to  the  executive  committee  for  review,  where  it  may  be  re¬ 
ferred  back  for  further  study  or  it  may  be  authorized  to  be  printed 
as  a  committee  report,  an  informational  guide,  or  as  an  official  policy 
of  the  association.  The  latter  requires  a  favorable  ballot  by  two- 
thirds  or  more  of  the  member  departments  and  then  generally  is 
concurred  in  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and  used  to  administer 
the  Federal-aid  highway  program.  This  procedure  is  called  the 
AASHO  process  and  is  the  means  whereby  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
cooperates  with  the  State  highway  departments  in  developing  certain 
standards  as  required  by  law. 

Attached  is  the  list  of  current  publications  of  AASHO.  These 
publications  are  absolutely  essential  in  the  carrying  out  of  a  thing  as 
complex  and  as  important  as  the  big  highway  program,  yet  they 
attract  little  attention  and  notice  by  those  not  actively  engaged  in 
building  highways.  We  believe  the  AASHO  procedure  utilizes  the 
best  talent  in  the  world  for  the  purpose. 

We  realize  that  when  a  person  is  subjected  almost  continuously  to 
the  objectionable  features  of  a  program,  it  is  very  easy  to  assume  that 
the  entire  program  is  saturated  with  corruption  and  incompetence. 
We  doubt  very  much  that  enough  evidence  has  been  unearthed  for 
anyone  to  come  to  that  conclusion,  and  we  hope  that  none  of  your 
committee  has  reached  such  a  conclusion. 
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We  do  not,  for  one  minute,  condone  the  human  failures  or  corrup¬ 
tions  that  have  been  exposed,  and  we  regret  it  as  much  as  anyone  else, 
but  we  should  all  attempt  to  view  the  situation  in  its  true  perspective. 

Top  administration  in  the  State  highway  departments  must  accept 
its  blame  for  the  irregularities  disclosed  and  the  hearings  have  per¬ 
formed  a  service  in  spotlighting  these  things.  Certain  constructive 
things,  although  embarrassing  at  times,  can  come  out  of  the  review, 
but  we  are  greatly  concerned  at  some  of  the  byproducts  that  can  and 
are  damaging  the  program  and  increasing  the  cost.  We  hope  all 
involved  will  do  everything  possible  to  keep  the  undesirable  side  effects 
at  a  minimum  and  help  to  spotlight  the  bright  side  of  the  program. 

By  the  time  that  we  again  appear  before  your  committee  in  regard 
to  A-B-C  authorization,  we  will  be  planning  our  50th  anniversary 
meeting,  to  be  held  in  the  fall  of  1964,  in  Atlanta,  Ga.,  the  city  where 
AASHO  started  in  1914.  It  is  our  hope  that  your  committee  will 
sponsor  a  congressional  resolution  commending  our  stewardship,  as 
was  done  on  the  occasion  of  our  25th  anniversary  in  1939,  when  the 
Congress  sent  an  official  delegation  to  our  meeting. 

We  also  hope  that  we  will  have  your  support  between  now  and  then 
in  obtaining  the  issuance  of  a  commemorative  postage  stamp,  honor¬ 
ing  tlie  service  and  achievement  of  the  State  highway  departments 
and  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  working  through  AASHO,  in  build¬ 
ing  the  world’s  best  highway  network.  We  take  pride  in  our  record 
of  accomplishment. 

We  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  of  appearing  before  you  and 
presenting  this  statement. 

In  accordance  with  our  understanding  of  the  desires  of  the  com¬ 
mittee,  I  would  like  to  read  into  the  record  two  additional  statements 
which  are  very  brief.  These  have  to  do  with  other  resolutions,  that  is, 
not  the  original  prepared  statement  on  H.R.  9725. 

Mr.  Fallon.  You  do  have  an  additional  statement,  Mr.  Womack? 

Mr.  Womack.  Yes;  we  have  one  on  the  administration  bill,  H.R. 
11199. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Go  right  ahead,  Mr.  Womack. 

Mr.  Womack.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  this 
supplemental  statement  refers  to  H.R.  11199. 

We  have  contacted  the  chief  administrative  officers  of  the  State  high¬ 
way  departments  with  regard  to  their  reactions  and  opinions  on  the 
matters  contained  in  the  bill,  which  was  not  covered  in  our  policy  dis¬ 
cussions  at  our  last  annual  meeting. 

The  following  constitutes  the  consensus  of  the  highway  officials  on 
the  various  proposals. 

SECTION  2(1) 

We  favor  the  A-B-C  authorizations  for  the  1964  and  1965  fiscal  years 
as  proposed  in  the  Fallon  bill,  H.R.  9725.  The  States  are  unanimous 
in  this  support. 

The  development  of  the  Interstate  System  is  placing  additional  calls 
on  A-B-C  funds,  such  as  necessary  adjustments  to  the  A-B-C  network, 
connections  to  the  interstate  and  increasing  the  capacity  of  certain 
A-B-C  routes  to  accommodate  the  additional  traffic  created  by  the 
Interstate  System. 

As  for  the  authorizations  proposed  in  section  2,  parts  (2),  (3),  (4), 
(5),  (6),  (7),  and  (8),  these  are  satisfactory,  provided  that  they  are  not 
financed  from  the  trust  fund. 
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As  for  section  3:  Assistance  to  Displaced  Families  and  Businesses, 
we  advise  against  the  passage  of  such  a  provision  at  this  time,  and  we 
believe  that  it  is  a  matter  that  should  be  left  to  the  Special  Select  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Real  Property  Acquisition,  that  is  a  part  of  your  House 
Public  Works  Committee,  and  which  is  studying  this  problem  along 
with  related  ones.  The  subcommittee  should  have  an  opportunity  to 
report  on  its  assignment. 

Practically  all  of  the  States  reported  that  this  matter  is  not  a  prob¬ 
lem  at  all  and  displaced  people  have  not  been  left  homeless,  nor 
seriously  inconvenienced  because  of  the  highway  program. 

We  also  point  out  that  the  proposal  for  making  certain  payments 
would  also  involve  State  funds,  inasmuch  as  the  States  still  furnish 
approximately  half  of  the  money  that  goes  into  the  Federal-aid 
highway  construction  program,  and  if  the  proposal  in  this  bill  were 
enacted  into  law  it  would  undoubtedly  extend  into  projects  financed 
wholly  with  State  funds  in  addition  to  Federal-aid  projects,  involving 
the  State  funds  even  further  and  probably  for  some  time  to  come. 

There  are  many  questions  that  we  think  must  be  answered  also, 
such  as,  Who  would  determine  what  is  adequate,  safe,  sanitary,  con¬ 
venient  housing  within  the  means  of  the  individual,  and  as  we  under¬ 
stand  the  provision,  the  State  highway  department  would  have  to 
make  a  showing  that  this  housing  was  available  before  we  could  even 
go’ ahead  with  acquiring  right-of-way  to  build  any  Federal-aid  project, 
whether  it  be  the  interstate,  primary,  secondary,  or  whether  it  be  in 
an  urban  or  totally  rural  area. 

Mr.  Scherer.  May  I  interrupt?  Do  you  or  do  you  not  feel  that 
the  enactment  of  this  particular  section  which  you  are  discussing  in 
the  Buckley  or  administration  bill,  would  delay  the  highway  construc¬ 
tion  program? 

Mr.  Womack.  We  think  it  would.  Yes. 

Mr.  Scherer.  That  is  almost  axiomatic  from  reading  the  section, 
is  it  not,  that  it  would  delay  it? 

Mr.  Womack.  That  is  the  way  we  feel.  Yes. 

Mr.  Scherer.  You  understand,  of  course  Mr.  Womack,  that  the 
payments  for  removal  costs  would  come  out  of  the  trust  fund  under 
this  section  of  the  bill.  That  would  mean  we  would  build  less  miles 
of  highways,  would  it  not? 

Mr.  Womack.  That  is  correct.  We  believe  that  it  would  be  the 
means  of  introducing  controversy,  delay,  and  political  pressures  into 
the  program  to  the  point  that  it  could  effectively  stop  the  highway 
program  in  certain  areas. 

We  believe  that  building  a  highway  system  is  somewhat  different 
than  building  an  urban  renewal  project,  for  in  an  urban  renewal  proj¬ 
ect,  it  is  entirely  localized  and  an  exact  completion  date  may  not  be 
too  important,  but  you  cannot  plan  the  financing  and  construction  of 
the  projects  making  up  a  connected  and  functional  highway  system  in 
that  manner. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  that  an  adequate  leadtime  in  planning  and 
acquiring  right-of-way  is  the  answer,  and  allows  people  and  businesses 
time  for  an  orderly  relocation  without  all  the  added  costs  and  com¬ 
plications.  Current  legislation  provides  for  a  7-year  leadtime  for 
right-of-way  acquisition,  and  arrangements  have  been  perfected 
whereby  Federal-aid  financing  is  coordinated  with  that  time  period, 
making  this  action  possible  without  additional  legislation  necessary. 
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In  the  wording  of  this  section,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  given 
no  choice  in  his  findings,  but,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  his  approval, 
he  shall  require  the  State  highway  department  to  assure  that  there  is 
ia  feasible  method  of  temporary  relocation  of  families,  or  certify  that 
permanent  housing  is  available  meeting  certain  conditions  set  forth. 

Mr.  Fallon.  I  asked  a  witness  this  morning  with  regard  to  this 
temporary  housing,  if  that  meant  you  would  have  to  put  them  up  in 
a  hotel,  or  an  apartment  house,  or  something  temporary,  at  the  expense 
of  the  Federal  highway  program.  Is  that  your  understanding  of  what 
“temporary”  means? 

Mr.  Womack.  That  is  what  we  understood. 

Mr.  Fallon.  It  could  mean  that? 

Mr.  Womack.  It  could  mean  that. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Also  it  could  mean  according  to  the  definition  of  the 
type  of  housing  that  is  to  be  given  these  people  who  are  moved  from 
rights-of-way  under  section  133 — it  could  mean  they  would  be  pro¬ 
vided  with  better  facilities  than  the  ones  they  had  at  the  time  they 
were  removed. 

Mr.  Womack.  That  would  be  one  of  the  problems  in  trying  to 
determine  just  what  would  be  a  comparable  place  to  relocate  them. 

Mr.  Scherer.  It  says  here  in  the  bill  that  it  is  to  insure  that  there 
will  be  provided  decent,  safe,  sanitary  dwellings  adequate  in  number 
to  accommodate  such  displaced  families,  and  reasonably  accessible  to 
places  of  employment.  Obviously,  it  would  mean  in  some  instances 
that  the  State  was  required  to  pay  out  of  trust  funds  the  money  for  a 
type  of  housing  that  would  exceed  the  standards  of  housing  in  which 
the  persons  were  living  at  the  time  they  were  asked  to  vacate  the 
right-of-way.  It  could  conceivably  mean  that,  could  it  not? 

Mr.  Womack.  I  should  think  that  would  be  a  possibility. 

Mr.  Scherer.  I  just  mention  that  to  point  out  some  of  the  prob¬ 
lems  we  will  run  into  if  this  section  should  be  enacted. 

Mr.  Womack.  Such  a  set  requirement  could  afford  the  means  of 
stopping  essential  highway  improvements  through  all  kinds  of  legal 
challenges. 

There  may  be  some  equity  in  helping  defray  the  moving  costs 
imposed  on  people,  but  the  certifications  required  in  this  bill  as  to 
available  housing  are  opposed  by  the  highway  departments.  Also, 
we  would  like  to  call  to  your  attention  that  there  is  actually  no  limita¬ 
tions  placed  on  payments  for  moving  businesses. 

Mr.  Scherer.  May  I  interrupt  again  just  for  the  record?  All  of 
the  States  have  laws  that  set  forth  in  detail  the  compensation  that 
shall  be  received  by  an  owner,  either  a  fee  owner,  or  a  leasehold  owner, 
for  property  that  is  taken  by  the  State;  do  they  not? 

Mr.  Womack.  They  do. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Might  this  not  interfere  in  the  trial  of  cases?  Might 
not  these  provisions  interfere  in  the  trial  of  cases  involving  the  taking 
of  property? 

Mr.  Womack.  Yes.  I  think  it  would  have — in  some  States  there 
would  be  constitutional  conflicts.  I  know  in  ours  there  would  be. 

Mr.  Fallon.  But  you  State  highway  officials  are  not  opposed  to 
these  people  receiving  adequate  and  fair  compensation  for  the  removal 
of  these  people,  are  you? 

Mr.  Womack.  You  mean  to  pay  them  actual - 

Mr.  Davis.  You  mean  transportation  from  one  place  to  another? 
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Mr.  Fallon.  No;  I  am  talking  about  these  people  being  hurt  by 
the  condemnation  of  their  property  for  the  purpose  of  building  the 
highways.  The  State  officials  do  not  want  to  go  on  record  as  saying 
that  they  do  not  want  to  do  the  right  and  fair  thing  by  these  people. 

Mr.  Womack.  I  think  our  statement  would  be  to  the  effect  that 
we  do  want  to  be  fair  with  the  people  with  whom  we  have  to  deal. 

Mr.  Fallon.  And  you  understand  it  is  your  responsibility  to  see 
that  they  get  fair  treatment? 

Mr.  Womack.  And  we  think  the  way  to  do  that  is  to  give  a  long 
leadtime  so  that  they  do  not  have  to  move  out  overnight.  Give  them 
plenty  of  time  to  relocate. 

Mr.  Fallon.  But  you  also  want  to  see  that  the  adequate  and  fair 
thing  is  done  about  it. 

Mr.  Womack.  We  want  to  be  sure  they  get  an  adequate  price  for 
their  property. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Baldwin. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Isn’t  the  point  you  are  making  about  this  long  lead- 
time  that  under  the  Interstate  System  legislation  which  authorizes  the 
States  to  set  up  a  fund  in  advance  for  the  acquisition  of  rights-of-way, 
that  if  each  State  does  set  up  such  a  fund  and,  therefore,  takes  steps 
to  acquire  the  right-of-way  with  sufficient  clearance  before  the  actual 
construction  contract  is  let,  then  that  will  give  these  people  the  right 
to  get  payment  for  their  property  sufficiently  in  advance  so  that  they 
can  go  out  and  find  a  suitable  place  to  live  and,  if  necessary,  rent  a 
house  that  has  been  condemned  for  a  period  of  time  pending  the  actual 
condemnation  and  removal  of  whatever  house  they  have  been  paid 
for  by  the  State  highway  department. 

Mr.  Womack.  That  is  actually  the  case.  To  what  extent  the 
States  do  that  I  do  not  know.  As  far  as  we  are  concerned,  we  do  not 
move  people  right  out  the  minute  we  acquire  the  property.  We  allow 
them  to  stay  in  there  on  a  reasonable  rental  basis  until  such  time  as  we 
need  the  property,  which  gives  them  all  kinds  of  time,  and  which  is 
just  as  good  as  to  move  them  to  some  other  temporary  location. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Will  you  go  on  to  section  6,  then? 

Mr.  Womack.  As  to  section  6,  the  State  highway  departments 
agree  with  this  proposal. 

As  to  section  7,  we  have  explained  in  our  statement,  given  with 
regard  to  H.R.  9725,  the  urban  transportation  planning  action  pro¬ 
gram  that  we  are  undertaking  together  with  the  American  Municipal 
Association,  the  National  Association  of  County  Officials,  the  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads,  and  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency. 

In  this  program  we  are  trying  out  cooperative  planning  on  an  urban 
areawide  basis,  and  are  concentrating  on  cities  under  one-quarter 
million  population.  It  is  our  opinion  that  in  cities  of  this  size  that 
the  State  highway  departments  will  have  to  assume  considerable 
leadership  over  the  operations  in  setting  up  the  planning  program 
and  in  seeing  that  the  planning  process  is  continued  and  kept  current, 
because  a  great  many  of  such  cities  do  not  have  the  necessary  technical 
staff  to  take  a  leading  role. 

Before  such  planning  is  made  mandatory,  we  would  suggest  that 
we  give  our  presently  launched  program  time  enough  for  tryout  to 
determine  if  the  cooperative  approach  with  all  of  the  agencies  and 
levels  of  the  Government  involved  give  satisfactory  results,  and  not 
result  in  a  controversial  impasse. 
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It  is  the  intention  of  the  highway  officials  to  make  this  program 
work. 

We  have  not  mentioned  cities  over  one-quarter  million  population 
in  size,  since  planning  is  active  in  most  of  these  areas  at  present. 

The  wording  in  the  bill  leaves  the  decision  as  to  whether  a  highway 
project  properly  fits  into  a  comprehensive  and  balanced  transportation 
plan  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  but  in  communities  where  a  con¬ 
siderable  difference  of  opinion  exists  as  to  what  constitutes  a  balanced 
transportation  system,  or  where  there  is  pressure  to  make  additional 
expenditures  on  a  highway  project  to  enhance  certain  other  com¬ 
munity  developments,  longtime  delays  could  be  inevitable,  for  agree¬ 
ing  upon  a  plan  woidd  be  almost  impossible. 

In  our  policy  statement  on  transportation  that  was  filed  as  part  of 
our  testimony  on  H.R.  9725,  it  is  brought  out  that  highway  transpor¬ 
tation  is  the  only  mode  of  transportation  that  will  be  involved  in  a 
transportation  plan  in  the  majority  of  our  cities,  and  we  predict  that 
if  transportation  planning  is  made  a  prerequisite  for  approving  a 
Federal-aid  highway  project  in  an  urban  area,  it  will  stop  the  highway 
program  in  our  larger  metropolitan  areas. 

In  conclusion,  reference  is  made  to  section  8,  which  would  increase 
the  highway  planning  and  research  funds  on  the  A-B-C  authorizations 
from  1  y2  to  2  percent.  We  have  already  covered  this  matter  in  our 
statement  on  H.R.  9725.  The  States  are  opposed  to  the  increase  at 
this  time,  because  of  the  great  backlog  of  needs  on  the  A-B-C  systems 
and  since  we  have  a  program  underway  to  channel  presently  allotted 
planning  and  research  funds  into  extremely  productive  uses. 

The  increase  in  percentage  withheld  from  A-B-C  authorizations 
would  have  to  be  matched,  except  in  very  special  cases,  and  must  be 
used  for  research  exclusively.  The  State  highway  departments  op¬ 
pose  this  proposal.  It  will  divert  $5  million  annually  from  needed 
A-B-C  roads,  which  means  many  miles  of  highway.  Currently  the  1  Y>- 
percent  funds  which  were  stepped  up  drastically  in  1956,  by  increas¬ 
ing  the  Federal-aid  program,  amounts  to  $50  million,  which  is  ex¬ 
pended  for  research  and  planning.  We  believe  this  is  adequate. 

Then  I  have  another  supplemental  statement  on  H.R.  10909, 
which  has  to  do  with  the  establishment  of  a  National  Academy. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  after  the  introduc¬ 
tion  of  H.R.  10909,  and  related  bills,  for  the  establishment  of  a  Na¬ 
tional  Highway  Academy,  we  got  in  touch  with  the  chief  administra¬ 
tive  officers  of  all  the  State  highway  departments  for  an  expression  of 
their  position  on  this  proposal. 

All  of  the  States  say  that  the  bill  is  so  general  in  nature  that  they 
are  not  certain  as  to  how  the  Academy  would  be  operated  or  to  what 
class  of  highway  personnel  its  training  would  be  directed. 

All  of  the  State  highway  departments,  however,  favor  any  feasible 
or  justifiable  plan  that  will  serve  to  improve  the  efficiency  and  capa¬ 
bilities  of  their  employees,  but  most  express  certain  reservations  as  to 
the  need  for  the  proposed  National  Academy  and  many  are  concerned 
over  the  apparent  trend  toward  nationalization  of  the  Federal-aid 
highway  program. 

If  the  training  is  to  be  directed  toward  the  large  number  of  sub¬ 
professional  people,  technicians,  and  inspection  personnel,  then  an 
Academy  in  Washington  would  probably  not  be  feasible. 

If  the  Academy  is  to  train  professional  and  top  management  people, 
then  there  is  a  limit  to  how  long  such  personnel  can  be  spared  from 
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their  duties,  and  there  is  always  a  possibility  that  after  completing 
such  programs,  at  State  expense,  the  trainee  is  attracted  to  other 
employment. 

At  the  present  time,  the  American  Association  of  State  Highway 
Officials  is  developing  a  training  program  for  construction,  bridge,  and 
materials  inspectors  and  right-of-way  negotiators  and  appraisers, 
where  the  minimum  qualifications  would  be  spelled  out  along  with  the 
recommended  training  program,  to  train  the  large  number  of  people 
involved  in  these  operations  and  to  take  care  of  the  large  turnover  that 
is  experienced. 

The  States  would  carry  out  this  AASHO-developed  and  recom¬ 
mended  program  locally. 

A  great  many  of  the  States  have  an  extensive  personnel  develop¬ 
ment  program  at  the  present  time  and  have  to  meet  certain  qualifica¬ 
tions  as  set  up  by  their  respective  civil  service  boards  before  people 
are  assigned  to  highway  positions.  It  is  not  certain  as  to  whether  or 
not  the  proposed  Academy  is  to  replace  or  to  supplement  the  training 
that  is  being  developed  and  is  underway. 

The  professional  staff  people  of  the  highway  departments  are 
practically  all  graduates  of  our  accredited  engineering  schools,  and 
they  are  constantly  in  touch  with  new  procedures  and  developments 
in  the  respective  fields  and  actively  participate  in  the  advance  of 
highway  technology.  The  need  for  training  in  this  category  does  not 
seem  to  be  a  problem. 

It  is  recommended  that  legislation,  as  proposed  in  II. R.  10909,  be 
delayed  until  further  study  can  be  made  by  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  and  the  American  Association  of  State  Highway  Officials  as  to 
the  need  for  establishing  a  National  Academy,  and  that  their  recom¬ 
mendations  be  submitted  to  the  Chairman  of  the  House  Public  Works 
Committee  on  or  before  January  1,  1963. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  gentlemen,  those  are  the  prepared  statements 
in  connection  with  these  bills. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Womack,  I  want  to  congratulate  you  and  your 
organization  which  you  are  representing  for  not  only  a  good  statement, 
but  a  very  sound  one.  Mr.  Womack,  you  did  not  say  anything  in 
your  statement  with  regard  to  this  new  item  that  is  in  the  administra¬ 
tion  bill  for  public  land  development  roads  and  trails  in  the  amount 
of  $2  million  in  1964  and  $4  million  in  1965.  Do  you  have  any 
comments  on  this?  The  title  is  for  public  land  development  roads 
and  trails. 

Mr.  Womack.  Of  course,  that  is  not  under  our  jurisdiction,  and  as 
long  as  it  is  not  financed  out  of  the  trust  fund - 

Mr.  Fallon.  I  guess  we  will  have  to  wait  for  the  Interior  Depart¬ 
ment  to  testify  on  that.  They  will  be  back  here  after  the  Easter 
recess.  Are  there  any  questions?  Mr.  Wright. 

Mr.  Wright.  Mr.  Womack,  you  expressed  general  approval  of  the 
basic  idea  behind  a  National  Highway  Academy  insofar  as  it  would 
contribute  to  better  training,  but  you  expressed  certain  reservations. 
I  am  not  at  all  sure  that  the  authors  of  that  bill,  principally  Mr. 
Edmondson,  had  a  specific  idea  in  mind  as  to  exactly  what  the  cur¬ 
riculum  of  such  an  Academy  would  contain,  or  exactly  what  kind  of 
highway  personnel  the  States  would  find  it  of  value  to  send.  I  believe 
it  is  contemplated  that  we  would  seek  advice  from  people  like  yourself 
in  those  matters. 
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You  are  familiar,  I  expect,  with  the  schools  and  courses  and  seminars 
conducted  in  the  law  enforcement  field  by  the  Federal  Bureau  of 
Investigation.  Are  you  familiar  with  that  program? 

Mr.  Womack.  I  heard  of  it.  I  am  not  too  familiar  with  it  but  I 
know  there  is  such  a  thing. 

Mr.  Wright.  It  has  made  of  law  enforcement  in  many  States  and 
communities  a  much  more  professional  thing.  I  think  what  Mr. 
Edmondson  basically  has  in  mind  is  something  in  the  highway  field 
which  might  help  to  raise  the  professional  standards.  I  have  not 
seen  or  heard  of  any  trend  toward  a  nationalization  of  the  police  work 
of  the  Nation  as  a  result  of  the  FBI  schools  or  courses.  Have  you 
heard  of  anything  along  that  line  occurring? 

Mr.  Womack.  No,  I  have  not. 

Mr.  Wright.  Do  you  know  of  any  reason  for  apprehension  that 
such  may  have  resulted? 

Mr.  Womack.  I  think  the  only  thing  that  the  Legislative  Com¬ 
mittee  had  in  mind  on  that  was  that  it  would  put  the  training  of  the 
top  people  at  a  national  level,  whereas  I  think  they  feel  it  could  just 
as  well  be  done  at  the  local  level. 

Mr.  Wright.  Of  course,  training  is  best  done  at  as  local  a  level  as 
possible,  but  if  we  had  decided  that  the  training,  for  instance,  of  mili¬ 
tary  officers  could  best  be  done  at  a  local  level  by  the  respective 
States,  I  think  we  would  not  have  nearly  so  professional  a  group  as 
has  resulted  from  the  academies. 

Mr.  Womack.  Of  course,  the  military  is  a  national  organization. 

Mr.  Wright.  It  is,  and  so  is  the  Federal  Bureau  of  Investigation, 
and  so  is  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads.  I  think  one  of  the  things  that 
may  have  been  in  the  mind  of  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma,  who  is 
the  prime  author  of  this  bill,  is  the  fact  that  we  discovered  at  certain 
of  the  hearings  of  the  special  Highway  Investigating  Committee, 
rather  glaring  evidence  of  inadquate  preparation  and  training  on  the 
part  of  certain  people  such  as  fee  appraisers  and  others,  whose  job  it 
was  to  conduct  appraisals  of  properties.  It  was  somewhat  appalling 
I  believe  to  some  of  the  members  of  that  committee  that  in  at  least  one 
State  people  had  been  engaged  to  conduct  this  work  who  had  no 
professional  background,  knowledge,  or  any  real  training  so  as  to  teach 
them  what  the  work  really  consisted  of.  It  occurred  to  some  of  us 
that  this  might  provide  a  means  of  permitting  the  States  to  send  people 
to  1  academy,  rather  than  having  50  different  academies. 

I  think  in  developing  the  curriculum  of  such  a  thing,  if  it  were  to 
come  into  being,  we  would  certainly  want  the  active  cooperation  and 
suggestions  and  leadership  of  people  like  yourself,  as  to  what  it  should 
consist  of  and  what  it  should  contain.  If  there  were,  let  us  say,  4 
people  in  a  given  State  in  a  given  category,  it  would  be  rather  expensive 
to  conduct  a  school  for  4  people,  whereas,  if  there  were  4  people  in 
50  different  States  it  could  quite  well  justify  having  a  school  with 
intensive  training  for  200  people. 

Mr.  Womack.  Do  you  know  whether  that  was  intended  to  be  a 
mandatory  training  course,  or  could  they  decide  the  people  who  were 
trained  and  would  not  have  to  be? 

Mr.  Wright.  Certainly  it  would  not  be  mandatory.  No  more  than 
it  is  mandatory  in  any  State  for  law-enforcement  officers  to  attend 
the  FBI  Academy.  It  is  a  service  provided  for  them,  whereby  the 
States  are  permitted  to  send  so  many  people  in  various  categories  for 
this  training. 
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Mr.  Womack.  I  think  there  is  certainly  agreement  on  the  fact  that 
we  should  have  training  programs  and  we  do  have  a  need  for  training 
programs.  We  are  underway  right  now  in  our  association,  with  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  in  setting  up  training  courses  to  be  sent  to 
the  States  for  that  very  purpose. 

Mr.  Wright.  I  think  that  is  a  very  fine  step  in  the  right  direction. 

Mr.  Womack.  Yes. 

Mr.  Wright.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Scherer.  Mr.  Baldwin. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Mr.  Womack,  I  have  one  question.  You  made  a 
point  with  regard  to  section  8  which  dealt  with  additional  research 
funds,  that  you  felt  this  increase  from  to  2  percent  was  probably 
unnecessary.  As  I  understand  it,  if  any  one  of  the  States  in  a  research 
program  that  they  carry  out  in  the  field  of  highways  find  that  they 
have  developed  some  improved  technique,  that  information  is  auto¬ 
matically  available  to  all  of  the  other  State  divisions  of  highways.  Is 
that  a  correct  statement? 

Mr.  Womack.  That  is  true,  and  even  more  so  now  than  it  has 
been  because  we  have  just  recently  set  up  a  process  whereby  that 
does  come  about. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  So,  therefore,  the  provision  of  section  8  which  would 
in  effect  provide  that  all  50  States  be  encouraged  to  increase  their 
research  funds,  would  not  necessarily  be  the  best  use  of  the  money, 
because  if  1  State  makes  a  step  forward  it  makes  that  available  to 
all  of  the  50  States  and,  therefore,  there  is  no  particular  reason  why 
all  50  should  necessarily  be  doing  the  same  research  and  spending  ail 
that  money  for  that  purpose.  Isn’t  that  basically  the  issue  here? 

Mr.  Womack.  That  is  right.  Would  it  be  all  right  for  Mr.  Johnson 
to  make  a  statement?  He  is  very  close  to  this  research  problem. 

Mr.  Fallon.  If  he  does,  it  will  be  the  first  time  we  have  ever  had 
a  hearing  here  that  he  hasn’t.  We  would  be  very  disappointed  if 
he  left  this  room  today  without  saying  something  to  this  committee. 
Mr.  Johnson,  you  go  right  ahead. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  In  the  President’s 
statement  it  is  pointed  out  the  States  now  have  gotten  together  into 
a  pool  for  a  continuous  research  program  fund  whereby  all  50  States 
contribute  a  certain  amount  of  research  funds  to  a  pool.  The  pro¬ 
gram  will  be  administered  by  the  Research  Bureau  of  the  National 
Academy  of  Sciences;  the  same  agency  that  administers  the  test 
roads.  In  that  way  we  will  take  on  research  problems  that  are 
beyond  the  ability  of  a  single  State,  and  those  that  are  mutual  prob¬ 
lems  of  several  States.  That  is  one  way  we  expect  to  increase  the 
productivity  of  our  research. 

We  have  many  vehicles  whereby  we  disseminate  the  information 
gained  from  research  by  any  State,  whether  they  do  it  themselves,  or 
in  a  university,  or  anywhere  else.  We  have  a  correlation  service  of 
the  Highway  Research  Board  which  we  and  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  contribute  the  main  support  to.  They  make  periodic  visits  to 
the  highway  departments  and  also  send  out  reports  on  these  things. 
We  have  several  ways  for  every  State  to  know  exactly  what  every¬ 
body  else  is  doing. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  raise  this  point  because 
I  would  hate  to  see  the  day  when  we  get  so  many  beautiful  side  ideas 
that  by  the  time  we  divert  the  funds  to  the  sides  we  do  not  have 
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enough  funds  to  build  the  roads,  and  it  seems  to  me  that  the  bill  has 
a  few  provisions  that  may  be  a  first  step  in  the  direction  of  those  side 
diversions. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Johnson,  is  it  not  one  of  the  main  functions  of 
your  organization  to  see  that  research  is  carried  out  in  order  to  build 
a  better  highway  system,  as  cheaply  as  possible? 

Mr.  Jolmson.  That  is  right,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  have  a  research 
activities  committee  made  up  of  the  chairmen  of  our  committees, 
and  they  perform  that  function  each  year.  Yes. 

Mr.  Scherer.  How  much  money  is  available  in  that  pool  you  are 
talking  about? 

Mr.  Johnson.  That  will  be  about  $2%  million  a  year;  and  to  give 
you  some  more  figures  about  the  research  underway,  the  States  are 
doing  about  $5K  million  of  research  now  and  are  doing  a  little  over 
$2  million  with  their  own  forces  and  about  $3  million  is  being  done 
through  the  universities.  So  we  have  a  sizable  research  program 
going  on  now. 

Mr.  Fallon.  In  addition  to  that,  Mr.  Johnson,  do  not  the  people, 
like  the  manufacturers  of  equipment,  and  the  people  who  specialize 
in  oil,  and  many  other  things,  have  their  own  research  programs  for 
the  benefit  of  their  own  products? 

Mr.  Johnson.  Very  definitely.  They  have  a  development  and 
research  program  going  on  continuously;  and  as  a  result  of  that  we 
are  actually  getting  dirt  moved  as  cheaply  now  as  we  did  30  years  ago. 

Mr.  Fallon.  I  understand  that  the  Ritchie  Highway  that  runs  from 
Baltimore  to  Annapolis  was  built  back  in  the  thirties  or  before,  and 
it  cost  more  to  move  dirt  for  that  highway  over  30  years  ago  than  it 
does  to  move  dirt  today. 

Mr.  Johnson.  That  is  right.  And  the  amount  of  dirt  you  move  is 
the  difference  in  the  class  of  a  highway.  The  more  dirt  you  move  the 
better  your  highway,  and  it  is  up'to  us  to  keep  it  as  cheap  as  possible. 

Mr.  Fallon.  So  your  association  believes  that  that  one-half  of 
1  percent  is  not  necessary? 

Mr.  Johnson.  We  have  gone  to  the  States  and  tabulated  their 
returns  of  their  comments  on  this,  and  that  is  their  feeling.  We  are 
now  making  the  proper  use  of  the  l  b-percent  funds,  and  at  present  it 
is  adequate. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Do  your  research  programs  include  studies  of  co¬ 
ordination  of  highway  routes  with  mass-transportation  facilities  also? 

Mr.  Johnson.  One  of  the  programs  that  our  President  summarized 
is  a  study  we  are  starting  now — a  continuing  planning  study,  in  all  of 
the  cities  from  50,000  to  250,000 — to  where  we  will  work  on  coordinat¬ 
ing  all  forms  of  transportation,  and  working  out  the  problems  of  high¬ 
way  development  with  all  forms  of  urban  development.  In  that  it  is 
our  opinion  that  highways  and  other  forms  of  transportation  should 
never  be  competitive.  If  they  are  needed  they  should  be  planned 
together.  We  do  not  want  controversy  over  one  holding  the  other  up. 

Mr.  Fallon.  That  would  be  a  difficulty  you  would  run  into. 

Mr.  Johnson.  That  is  right.  And  we  figure  some  of  our  next 
research  projects  will  be  probably  getting  into  what  should  be  the 
warrants  for  the  other  forms  of  transportation. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Into  what? 

Mr.  Johnson.  What  should  be  the  warrants  for  that.  When  should 
they  be  included?  In  the  biggest  part  of  our  cities,  at  least  under  a 
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quarter  of  a  million,  your  automobiles  and  your  buses  and  highway 
facilities  will  afford  the  only  means  of  transportation  you  will  have 
involved. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Mass  transportation  problems  are  usually  confined 
to  the  big  cities. 

Mr.  Johnson.  That  is  right;  but  a  bus  itself  can  be  mass  transit, 
and  can  be  rapid  transit  if  your  highway  facilities  are  adequate.  We 
think  there  are  only  a  very  few  cities  in  the  country  big  enough  that 
we  have  to  go  to  the  other  forms  of  transportation,  and  when  they 
are  included  then  they  should  be  planned  with  the  highway  program, 
and  not  in  competition. 

Mr.  Scherer.  These  mass-transportation  systems  vary  greatly  do 
they  not,  with  different  cities  in  different  States? 

Mr.  Johnson.  Every  one  would  have  to  be  different. 

Mr.  Scherer.  In  fact,  it  requires  separate  engineering  studies 
insofar  as  different  cities  are  concerned — isn’t  that  right — because  the 
problems  vary  to  such  an  extent? 

Mr.  Johnson.  Your  fixed-line  transportation  is  indicated  where 
you  are  dealing  with  very  high  density  land-use  area,  and  then  you 
are  transporting  people  and  not  goods,  which  is  beginning  to  be  more 
important  as  your  cities  get  larger  in  size. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Are  there  any  other  questions?  Is  there  any  volun¬ 
teering  of  information  on  the  part  of  the  AASHO? 

Mr.  Davis.  I  do  not  see  how  anybody  can  add  to  this  fine  presenta¬ 
tion.  With  all  due  deference  to  the  rest  of  the  witnesses,  I  would  like 
to  be  excused,  because  Mr.  Womack  and  Mr.  Johnson  have  really 
covered  this  subject  thoroughly. 

Mr.  Fallon.  And  recommended  that  you  continue  on  with  your 
studies. 

Mr.  Davis.  Oh,  yes.  I  am  in  accord  with  Mr.  Womack.  Our 
committee  is  just  in  the  midst  of  the  very  studies  to  which  you  refer, 
and  if  we  add  a  piecemeal  section  here,  I  think  it  would  be  disastrous 
really.  Give  us  a  chance  to  finish,  because  we  will  come  up  with  a 
good  report,  and  a  bipartisan  one,  with  no  politics  in  it.  But  we  are 
definitely  interested  in  coming  up  with  a  formula  as  nearly  represent¬ 
ing  the  entities  in  connection  with  the  proper  acquisition  of  land  by 
all  agencies,  whether  they  receive  direct  Federal  funds,  or  are  assisted 
by  Federal  funds. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Your  studies  will  include  land  acquisition  for 
highways,  reclamation  projects,  and  anything  subject  to  the  public 
domain. 

Mr.  Davis.  Anything  subject  to  the  acquisition  of  land. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Will  your  studies  also  come  up  with  some  recom¬ 
mendation  in  regard  to  tenant  removal? 

Mr.  Davis.  Yes.  Only  as  we  relate  the  problem  to  all  of  the  de¬ 
partments  now  dealing  with  the  subject,  because  some  have  one 
formula  while  another  department  has  a  different  formula.  We  are 
going  to  try  to  come  up  as  nearly  as  possible  and  make  a  recom¬ 
mendation  as  to  what  we  think  should  be  a  uniform  approach.  I 
think  that  is  going  to  be  a  very  interesting  study.  I  really  do.  It  is 
a  long  study  and  it  takes  a  competent  staff.  The  staff  is  at  work  and 
the  committee  is  right  behind  them,  but  we  will  be  giving  you  an 
interim  report  before  very  long. 
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Mr.  Scherer.  Mr.  Johnson,  are  you  in  a  position  to  say  whether 
or  not  your  association  feels  that  section  7  of  the  Buckley  bill,  H.R. 
11199,  is  necessary  in  view  of  what  has  been  said  here  today — trans¬ 
portation  planning  in  metropolitan  areas? 

Mr.  Johnson.  I  can  run  down  this  list  briefly  on  what  we  got 
back  from  the  highway  departments  of  the  States.  Urban  planning. 
We  have  about  14  or  15  that  would  be  in  favor  of  this  if  it  were  left 
voluntary  and  not  made  mandatory.  The  rest  of  them  were  against 
it  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  That  means  at  least  2  to  1  were  against  it? 

Mr.  Johnson.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Scherer.  And  those  who  were  for  it  said  they  would  be  for  it 
only  if  it  was  voluntary? 

Mr.  Johnson.  If  it  was  voluntary  at  the  present  time.  We  would 
like  very  much  to  have  this  tried  out  as  a  voluntary  thing  to  see 
whether  or  not  we  could  get  the  cooperation  of  everybody  involved — 
the  cities,  mass  transit,  urban  renewal  people,  and  so  forth — and  we 
think  it  is  important  that  a  plan  involve  that  cooperative  and  area¬ 
wide  approach.  If  we  were  to  have  a  requirement  in  law,  and  find 
then  we  could  not  move  in,  of  course,  then  we  would  have  significant 
problems. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Are  there  any  other  questions?  Well,  Mr.  Womack, 
let  me,  on  behalf  of  the  committee,  thank  you  again  for  your  very 
comprehensive  and  sound  statement. 

Mr.  Womack.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Fallon.  And  Mr.  Johnson,  I  thank  you  for  your  appearance- 
here.  We  are  always  delighted  to  have  you  because  you  seem  to  bo 
able  to  furnish  the  answers  that  sometimes  otherwise  would  not  be 
furnished.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Womack.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the 
committee. 

Mr.  Fallon.  The  meeting  will  adjourn  until  tomorrow  morning  at 
10  o’clock,  at  which  time  the  first  witness  will  be  the  American  Road 
Builders  Association,  and  second  the  AGC,  that  is,  the  Associated 
General  Contractors,  and  then  after  them  the  State-county  highway 
officials. 

So  the  meeting  will  stand  adjourned  until  10  o’clock  on  tomorrow. 

(Whereupon,  at  3:15  p.m.,  the  hearing  w  is  recessed  until  10  a.m. 
the  following  day,  Wednesday,  Aoril  18,  1962.) 
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WEDNESDAY,  APRIL  18,  1962 

House  of  Representatives, 

Subcommittee  on  Roads  of  the 

Committee  on  Public  Works, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  recess,  at  10:25  a.m.,  in  room 
1302,  New  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  George  H.  Fallon  (chairman 
of  the  subcommittee)  presiding. 

Mr.  Fallon.  I  do  not  know  how  to  welcome  so  many  distinguished 
guests  here  this  morning.  We  have  some  more  members  who  are 
on  their  way  to  the  hearing.  As  you  know,  we  just  had  a  rollcall  on 
the  floor  of  the  House.  The  House  is  now  in  session.  The  members 
told  me  it  was  all  right  for  me  to  get  started  and  that  they  would  be 
over  very  shortly. 

We  are  having  a  continuation  of  the  hearings  on  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1962.  The  witnesses  have  been  addressing  them¬ 
selves  to  three  bills,  H.R.  9725,  H.R.  11199,  and  H.R.  9848. 

Our  first  witness  this  morning  will  be  General  Prentiss. 

General,  on  behalf  of  the  committee  I  thank  you  for  coming  up 
this  morning.  We  are  always  not  only  delighted  to  see  you  person¬ 
ally,  but  jroui'  testimony  has  always  been  very  valuable  to  the  com¬ 
mittee.  We  appreciate  all  that  you  and  your  organization  have  done 
to  enlighten  this  committee  on  the  job  that  we  are  all  trying  to  do  to 
get  the  highway  program  underway  and  to  keep  it  on  schedule. 

STATEMENT  OF  MAJ.  GEN.  LOUIS  W.  PRENTISS,  USA  (RET.), 

EXECUTIVE  VICE  PRESIDENT,  AMERICAN  ROAD  BUILDERS’ 

ASSOCIATION;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  BURTON  F.  MILLER,  DEPUTY 

EXECUTIVE  VICE  PRESIDENT;  AND  CHARLES  D.  CURTISS, 

SPECIAL  ASSISTANT  TO  THE  EXECUTIVE  VICE  PRESIDENT 

General  Prentiss.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee:  My  name  is  Louis 
W.  Prentiss,  and  I  am  the  executive  vice  president  of  the  American 
Road  Builders’  Association,  with  headquarters  in  Washington.  We 
are  a  national  organization,  organized  in  1902,  with  membership 
representative  of  the  entire  highway  industry  and  the  highway 
engineering  profession.  Our  approximately  7,000  members  include 
highway  contractors;  manufacturers  and  distributors  of  highway 
construction  equipment;  materials  producers  and  suppliers;  faculty 
members  and  students  of  colleges  and  universities  offering  instruction 
in  highway  engineering;  highway  officials  and  engineers  at  all  levels 
of  government;  engineers  in  private  practice;  and  investment  bankers. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  take  this  opportunity  to  express  the 
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appreciation  of  the  American  Road  Builders’  Association  to  you  and 
your  committee  for  your  outstanding  efforts  and  many  accomplish¬ 
ments  in  providing  our  Nation  with  its  first  adequate,  integrated 
highway  construction  program. 

Since  1902,  American  Road  Builders’  Association  has  devoted  its 
efforts  toward  the  advancement  of  improved  methods  and  techniques 
in  highway  engineering,  administration,  and  construction  toward  the 
efficient  utilization  of  materials  and  equipment;  and  in  other  activities 
in  support  of  a  long-range,  balanced  and  soundly  financed  highway 
program,  adequate  to  meet  the  growing  demands  of  traffic,  to  provide 
for  the  economic  development  of  our  country  and  to  meet  the  require¬ 
ments  of  the  national  defense. 

We  welcome  this  opportunity  to  present  testimony  in  support  of 
the  bill  introduced  by  Chairman  Fallon,  H.R.  9725,  and  to  comment 
on  the  proposals  of  the  administration  as  set  forth  in  H.R.  11199. 

The  other  bill  before  this  committee,  H.R.  9848,  was  introduced  by 
the  distinguished  leader  of  the  minority  side  of  the  committee — the 
Honorable  Gordon  H.  Scherer.  We  are  pleased  to  note  that  Con¬ 
gressman  Scherer’s  bill  closely  follows  the  Fallon  bill,  with  the  excep¬ 
tion  of  the  sums  authorized  for  the  A-B-C  program  for  the  fiscal  year 
1965. 

Although  the  bills  before  this  committee  have  significant  differences, 
we  are  encouraged  by  the  fact  that  they  are  in  substantial  agreement 
in  the  matter  of  authorizing  the  apportionment  of  funds  for  the  con¬ 
tinuation  of  the  A-B-C  program  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965. 

Whereas  the  three  bills  authorize  the  apportionment  of  $950  million 
for  the  A-B-C  program  in  fiscal  year  1964,  H.R.  9725  would  authorize 
$975  million  for  fiscal  year  1965,  $25  million  more  than  the  sum  pro¬ 
posed  by  H.R.  9848  and  H.R.  11199.  We  believe  that  H.R.  9725  is 
to  be  preferred,  in  this  respect,  for  three  reasons: 

(1)  The  pressing  needs  for  the  improvement  of  the  primary, 
secondary  and  urban  Federal-aid  systems  should  be  met  at  the 
earliest  possible  time,  consistent  with  sound  planning  and  sound 
financing.  We  believe  that  the  highway  authorization  proposed 
in  H.R.  9725  can  be  apportioned  without  disturbing  the  capabil¬ 
ity  of  the  highway  trust  fund,  and  that  this  extra  money— 
relatively  small  though  it  may  be — will  aid  materially  in  assisting 
the  States  to  better  balance  their  highway  construction  programs; 

(2)  We  believe  that  the  statement  of  intent  adopted  by  this 
committee  in  1956,  declaring  that  the  A-B-C  apportionment 
should  be  increased  in  annual  increments  of  $25  million,  at  least 
until  such  time  as  the  $1  billion  level  is  reached,  remains  sound 
policy.  It  should  be  adhered  to,  if  for  no  other  reason  than  to 
assure  the  States  and  the  general  public  that  Congress  intends 
to  keep  faith  by  proceeding  with  the  balanced  program  of  Federal 
aid  as  conceived  in  the  1956  Highway  Act; 

(3)  According  to  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  approximately 
12,000  miles  of  the  Interstate  System  are  completed.  Already 
the  induced  traffic  generated  by  the  new  expressways  is  placing 
heavy  demand  for  the  improvement  of  connecting  A-B-C  roads. 
As  additional  mileage  of  interstate  roads  is  open  to  traffic,  the 
demand  for  improvement  of  connecting  routes  will  become  more 
acute.  It  is  therefore  essential  that  the  amounts  provided  In 
H.R.  9725  for  the  fiscal  year  1965  be  approved  if  we  are  to  main- 
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tain  a  proper  balance  between  the  development  of  the  Interstate 
System  and  the  A-B-C  systems. 

The  members  of  this  committee  are  well  aware  of  the  present 
inadequacies  in  our  A-B-C  highways.  These  inadequacies  have  con¬ 
cerned  this  committee  I'or  many  years  and  in  spite  of  the  committee’s 
efforts  much  remains  to  be  done. 

We  have  many  thousands  of  miles  of  roads  with  insufficient  lane 
widths,  improper  vertical  and  horizontal  alinement,  narrow  bridges, 
inadequate  signing  and  marking,  wornout  and  outmoded  paving. 

In  the  course  of  the  4-year  highway  cost  allocation  study  conducted 
by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  pursuant  to  section  210  of  the  1956 
Highway  Act,  the  State  highway  departments  were  asked  to  provide 
estimates,  using  uniform  criteria,  of  the  improvement  needs  and 
corresponding  costs  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary  systems 
in  the  several  States,  for  the  15-year  period  July  1,  1956,  to  June  30, 
1971.  The  grand  total  of  needs  was  set  at  $71,641  billion.  Under 
present  conditions,  approximately  $31  billion  will  be  provided  by 
Federal-aid  apportionments  and  State  matching,  leaving  approxi¬ 
mately  $40  billion  worth  of  projects  to  be  financed  without  Federal 
aid  or  left  undone.  With  this  tremendous  requirement,  I  believe  we 
are  fully  justified  in  recommending  the  A-B-C  authorization  contained 
in  H.R.  9725. 

We  see  no  objection  to  the  proposal  contained  in  H.R.  11199  to 
amend  the  highway  law  to  provide  additional  authority  for  the  use 
of  Federal-aid  apportionments  for  extensions  of  the  secondary  systems 
in  urban  areas.  The  effect  of  the  proposed  amendment  is  to  give  the 
States  greater  flexibility  in  meeting  today’s  problems. 

When  I  appeared  before  this  committee  last  year  to  discuss  the  1961 
act,  I  expressed  our  sympathy  with  the  objectives  of  the  President’s 
proposal  regarding  the  relocation  of  families  displaced  by  Federal-aid 
highway  construction. 

In  going  forward  with  our  national  highway  program,  we  are  com¬ 
mitted  to  the  principle  of  accomplishing  the  greatest  good  for  the 
greatest  number.  We  recognize  that  some  individuals  must  be  incon¬ 
venienced  in  order  that  the  great  majority  may  benefit.  At  the  same 
time,  we  must  take  care  that  no  individual  be  forced  to  undergo  great 
and  unnecessary  hardship. 

The  State  highway  departments  have  made  good  progress  in  per¬ 
fecting  procedures  to  assure  that  building  tenants  in  the  path  of  high¬ 
way  projects  are  relocated  without  undue  hardship.  However,  as 
long  as  any  hardship  cases  occur,  we  should  not  be  satisfied. 

The  American  Road  Builders’  Association  is  most  pleased  that  the 
Public  Works  Committee  has  seen  fit  to  establish  a  Select  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Real  Property  Acquisition,  chairmaned  by  Congressman 
Cliff  Davis  to  study  all  of  the  problems  encountered,  not  only  in  the 
acquisition  of  right-of-way  for  the  highway  program,  but  in  all  other 
Federal  and  federally  aided  land  takings  as  well.  It  is  only  by  means 
of  such  a  comprehensive  study  that  the  problem  of  tenant  relocation 
can  be  viewed  in  proper  context. 

We  are  opposed,  in  principle,  to  any  proposal  which  would  go  beyond 
the  purposes  for  which  the  highway  trust  fund  was  set  up,  and  which 
would  result  in  added  expenditures  from  the  trust  fund,  unless  pro¬ 
vision  is  made,  at  the  same  time,  for  a  commensurate  increase  in 
highway  trust  fund  Revenues.  While  it  may  be  that  the  cost  of  the 
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proposed  relocation  program  to  the  Federal  Government  is  sufficiently 
small  that  expenses  can  be  met  from  the  trust  fund  without  undue 
damage  to  the  highway  program,  we  are,  nevertheless,  firmly  opposed 
to  the  establishment  of  any  precedent  which  might  open  the  door  to 
future  proposals  to  add  unanticipated  costs  to  the  burden  already 
carried  by  the  highway  trust  fund. 

We  therefore  recommend  that  the  President’s  proposal  regarding 
the  relocation  of  families  be  referred  to  the  Select  Subcommittee  on 
Real  Property  Acquisition. 

The  administration’s  proposal  on  the  subject  of  planning  for  metro¬ 
politan  areas  is  questionable  principally  because  it  would  have  the 
effect  of  imposing  a  new  set  of  Federal  regulations  in  a  field  where  no 
need  for  such  Federal  regulation  has  been  shown. 

The  American  Road  Builders  Association  fully  supports  coordinated 
planning  of  highways  and  other  transportation  facilities  in  harmony 
with  the  comprehensive  planning  process  in  metropolitan  areas. 

The  State  highway  departments  and  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
have  good  reason  to  take  pride  in  the  great  contributions  they  have 
made  in  recent  years  in  the  comprehensive  transportation  planning 
field.  Voluntary  cooperation  is  much  to  be  preferred  over  a  rigid 
mandate  imposed  by  legislation. 

On  the  other  hand,  it  would  be  helpful  for  the  Congress  to  enact 
permissive  legislation  to  make  it  perfectly  clear  that  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  has  authority  to  obligate  Federal-aid  highway  funds  for 
participation  in  cooperative  and  comprehensive  transportation  studies. 

The  matter  of  expanding  the  research  and  development  activities 
of  the  highway  departments,  the  highway  industry,  and  the  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads  is  one  which  deserves  careful  consideration. 

With  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  the  Highway  Research  Board 
exerting  leadership,  the  State  highway  departments  have  increased 
their  emphasis  in  these  fields.  The  recently  completed  AASHO  road 
test  can  be  termed  a  major  breakthrough  in  cooperative  research  and 
the  future  appears  bright  for  continued  efforts  toward  the  improve¬ 
ment  of  materials,  equipment,  and  construction  methods  through 
applied  research  and  development. 

The  research  activities  conducted  by  the  industries  in  the  highway 
materials  and  highway  equipment  fields  add  up  to  an  imposing  amount 
of  constructive  activity  directed  toward  greater  efficiency  and  economy 
in  roadbuilding  operations  as  well  as  quality  control. 

The  American  Road  Builders’  Association  has  long  recognized  the 
value  of  close  coordination  between  the  research  and  development 
conducted  by  industry  and  the  activities  of  Federal  and  State  highway 
officials  in  these  fields,  especially  in  assuring  that  Federal  and  State 
specifications  be  kept  up  to  date  so  that  the  products  of  research  can 
be  utilized  promptly. 

American  Road  Builders’  Association  activities  in  this  respect  are 
concentrated  in  the  AASHO-ARBA  joint  cooperative  committee. 

I  think  that  in  describing  the  work  of  this  committee,  I  would  do 
well  to  quote  the  Federal  Highway  Administrator: 

The  joint  cooperative  committee  of  the  American  Association  of  State  Highway 
Officials  and  American  Road  Builders’  Association  composed  of  about  25  repre¬ 
sentatives  of  the  two  associations  and  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  operates 
to  develop  and  encourage  adoption  of  solutions  to  troublesome  problems  of  mutual 
concern  confronting  the  highway  departments  and  the  various  segments  of  in¬ 
dustry.  It  has  been  highly  successful  in  accomplishing  its  objective.  In  addition 
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to  the  main  committee,  a  number  of  permanent  and  ad  hoc  subcommittees  have 
been  organized  to  consider  certain  problems  or  phases  of  activity.  Each  of  these 
subcommittees  has  a  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  engineer  as  chairman  and  several 
State  and  industry  representatives  as  members.  Special  task  forces  have  been 
or  are  being  established  to  work  on  specific  individual  subjects.  The  presently 
organized  subcommittees  are  as  follows: 

(a)  Structural  supports  for  highway  signs. 

( b )  Standard  short  span  bridges. 

(c)  Mixing  time  for  portland  cement  concrete  and  asphaltic  concrete. 

( d )  Compaction  of  earthwork. 

(e)  Development,  appraisal,  and  recommendation  of  new  construction 
equipment. 

(/)  Development,  appraisal,  and  recommendation  of  new  maintenance 
equipment. 

(g)  Development,  evaluation,  and  recommendation  of  new  highway  ma¬ 
terials. 

As  a  result  of  the  research  and  experimentation  work  and  of  the  activities  of 
the  numerous  committees  described  above,  great  strides  are  constantly  being 
made  in  exploring,  developing,  evaluating,  and  applying  new  and  improved  ma¬ 
terials,  equipment,  processes  and  methods  to  produce  high  quality  of  construc¬ 
tion  at  lower  costs  and  in  less  time. 

We  do  not  recommend  that  extraneous  amendments  be  appended 
to  H.R.  9725,  but  I  would  like  to  mention  briefly  several  legislative 
matters  which  were  the  subjects  of  resolutions  adopted  by  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Road  Builders’  Association  at  its  60th  annual  convention  last 
month  in  San  Francisco. 

I  may  say  our  association  was  honored  by  having  Congressman 
Fallon  and  Congressman  Scherer  present  and  addressing  our  meeting. 

We  recommend: 

(1)  Consideration  by  the  Public  Works  Committee  of  legislative 
steps  to  halt  the  loss  of  money  from  the  highway  trust  fund  resulting 
from  State  and  local  taxation  of  the  gross  receipts  of  highway  con¬ 
tractors,  construction  contracts,  and  sales  and  use  taxes  applied  to 
highway  materials  and  highway  equipment.  More  than  $35  million 
per  year  is  diverted  from  the  highway  trust  fund  to  purposes  other 
than  the  Federal-aid  highway  program  by  this  practice,  and  the  prac¬ 
tice  is  continuing  to  grow. 

Mr.  Scherer.  May  I  interrupt,  General? 

I  think  both  the  chairman  and  I  are  sympathetic  with  this  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  American  Road  Builders’  Association.  There  are  a 
number  of  other  matters  that  deserve  this  committee’s  attention  also 
with  respect  to  modifications  of  the  act,  but  I  think  it  is  the  feeling 
that  we  would  dispose  of  this  authorization  bill  and  then  perhaps  fol¬ 
lowing  that  introduce  some  legislation  which  would  take  care  of  this 
particular  provision  and  a  number  of  other  sound  recommendations 
that  have  been  made. 

I  for  one  do  not  want  to  open  up,  and  I  am  fearful  if  we  do  intro¬ 
duce  such  legislation  we  will  open  up  a  Pandora’s  box  of  amendments, 
which  might  strangle  the  highway  program,  however,  such  as  recom¬ 
mended  in  the  Buckley  bill,  by  providing  money  for  removal  of  fami¬ 
lies  and  businesses. 

Go  ahead,  sir. 

General  Prentiss.  I  have  three  other  recommendations  which  are 
not  for  incorporation  in  this  bill  because,  as  I  said,  we  do  not  recom¬ 
mend  that  these  extraneous  amendments  be  appended  to  it,  but  I 
thought  that - 

Mr.  Scherer.  You  agree  with  my  statement  that  we  should  con¬ 
sider  those  in  a  separate  bill? 
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General  Prentiss.  In  separate  legislation.  Yes,  sir.  If  it  is  agree¬ 
able  to  the  committee,  I  will  go  ahead  with  these  other  three. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Yes.  I  just  wanted  to  interrupt  to  say  how  we  felt 
about  that  recommendation. 

General  Prentiss.  Yes,  sir. 

(2)  Legislative  action  to  restore  the  administrative  regulation 
prohibiting  the  use  of  prison-made  materials  on  Federal-aid  highway 
projects.  This  regulation,  which  had  been  in  effect  for  25  years,  was 
upset  last  fall  by  a  ruling  of  the  Comptroller  General,  and  legislative 
relief  is  needed. 

(3)  Consideration  by  the  Public  Works  Committee  of  a  feasible 
means  of  reimbursing  the  States  for  toll  roads  and  free  roads  not 
built  with  interstate  funds  but  incorporated  into  the  Interstate 
System,  such  reimbursement  to  come  from  the  general  fund  of  the 
Treasury. 

(4)  Legislative  action  to  direct  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  to 
study  the  advisability  of  permitting  the  construction  of  a  reasonable 
number  of  restaurants  and  service  stations  on  the  Interstate  System 
right-of-way.  As  longer  stretches  of  the  Interstate  System  come 
into  use,  there  are  increasing  complaints  from  motorists  that  they  are 
inconvenienced  by  the  necessity  of  leaving  the  interstate  routes  to. 
find  food,  fuel,  and  service. 

We  are  grateful  indeed  for  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  this 
committee  and  for  the  consideration  which  this  committee  has  given 
in  the  past  to  the  views  of  the  American  Road  Builders’  Association. 

Thank  you. 

Air.  Fallon.  Thank  you  very  much,  General.  1  must  say  that  I 
agree  with  your  statement  almost  in  its  entirety.  You  will  recall  my 
remarks  at  San  Francisco.  At  the  end  of  the  meeting  I  touched  on 
several  of  the  recommendations  which  you  make  in  your  statement 
here  this  morning.  We  certainly  think  if  we  can  keep  this  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill  as  an  authorization  bill,  then  with  reference  to  these  other 
problems  that  need  correction,  we  can  go  into  them  in  a  separate  bill 
and  take  our  time  on  it  and  we  can  do  a  better  job  on  it.  Air.  Scherer. 

Mr.  Scherer.  General,  I  notice  you  point  out  in  your  statement 
that  the  bill  which  I  introduced  provides  only  for  $950  million  author¬ 
ization  for  1965,  while  the  Fallon  bill  provides  for  a  $975  million 
authorization  for  that  same  year.  As  you  will  recall,  the  President 
and  the  administration  recommended  an  expenditure  of  only  $950 
million  for  1965.  I  think  you  can  understand  that  it  would  be  almost 
impossible  for  a  conservative  Republican,  who  has  been  taking  this 
administration  to  task  for  its  excessive  and  unconscionable  spending, 
to  recommend  an  amount  in  excess  of  what  the  President  recommends, 
even  though  it  is  in  this  program  in  which  I  am  so  much  interested. 

It  is  difficult  for  me  to  understand  why  the  administration  recom¬ 
mended  only  $950  million  for  the  year  1965  when  in  this  same  year 
this  committee  has  before  it  a  recommendation  by  the  administration 
that  we  accelerate  the  public  works  expenditures  if  unemployment 
reaches  certain  levels — that  we  increase  it  by  an  expenditure  of  $2 
billion  on  public  works  programs — and  also  an  amendment  to  that 
particular  bill  with  the  recommendation  for  the  expenditure  immedi¬ 
ately  of  $600  million  on  public  works  projects  to  relieve  a  current 
unemployment  situation  which  the  administration  says  exists  in 
certain  areas. 
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These  two  recommendations  on  the  part  of  the  administration  must 
appear  inconsistent  to  you,  as  they  do  to  me.  I  am  just  at  a  loss  to 
explain  or  understand  it,  because  here  we  have  a  public  works  project 
in  being.  I  just  wanted  to  make  that  observation  for  the  record  here. 

Mr.  Fallon.  If  the  gentleman  will  yield,  you  will  recall  2  years  ago 
the  money  or  the  fund  for  the  Interstate  System  was  very  inadequate. 
The  money  just  was  not  there.  The  Ways  and  Means  Committee 
provided  us  with  more  money  to  put  it  back  in  balance.  There  was 
an  amendment  to  accelerate  the  A-B-C  program  at  that  time  and  I 
opposed  it  because  it  would  put  the  Interstate  System  further  out  of 
balance  since  there  was  not  enough  money  even  to  continue  the 
progress  that  was  necessary  to  keep  the  program  from  slipping  back. 
I  wanted  to  keep  both  programs  in  balance. 

Now  that  the  Interstate  System  has  been  accelerated  as  far  as 
money  in  the  trust  fund  is  concerned,  I  do  believe  it  is  incumbent 
on  us  to  try  to  live  up  to  the  promises  we  made  to  many  Members  who 
do  not  have  any  Interstate  System  program  in  their  districts. 

In  addition  to  that,  without  increasing  the  cost  to  any  taxpayer, 
it  will  increase  the  amount  of  money  expended  on  highways  because 
of  the  50-percent  matching  formula  in  the  A-B-C  program.  It  does 
exactly  what  the  President  is  trying  to  do  when  he  set  aside  the  public 
works  bill.  It  puts  this  money  in  every  city  and  county  in  the  coun¬ 
try.  They  have  more  money  spent  on  roads  than  if  you  do  it  on  a 
90-10  basis,  and  I  am  sure  it  still  does  not  throw  this  fund  out  of 
balance. 

Mr.  Scherer.  I  must  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  your  reasoning  is  cer¬ 
tainly  sound.  As  I  pointed  out  the  inconsistency  of  the  administra¬ 
tion’s  position  in  this  bill  with  reference  to  the  other  two  legislative 
proposals - 

Mr.  Fallon.  I  am  trying  to  correct  that  inconsistency. 

Mr.  Scherer.  It  is  more  inconsistent  because  in  the  highway  pro¬ 
gram  we  have  the  funds  available  in  the  trust  fund,  as  you  now 
pointed  out,  whereas  in  the  case  of  the  $2  billion  accelerated  public 
works  expenditure  legislation  and  the  $600  million  emergency  expendi¬ 
ture  recommended  by  the  administration,  it  is  obvious  that  that 
comes  from  the  general  fund,  and  there  is  no  general  fund  today,  so 
that  is  going  to  have  to  be  borrowed. 

Mr.  Fallon.  If  the  gentleman  will  yield,  he  joined  me  in  making 
sure  that  the  trust  fund  is  not  included  in  any  way  in  the  set-aside 
program. 

Mr.  Scherer.  At  least  we  got  an  admission  out  of  the  administra¬ 
tion  when  it  was  before  us  as  a  result  of  a  very  pertinent  question  you 
asked  as  to  whether  or  not  that  legislation  would  enable  the  President 
to  take  money  from  the  trust  fund  as  he  is  permitted  to  take  money 
from  other  funds  and  apply  them  to  the  emergency  program.  The 
answer  of  the  administration  was  that  it  would  not,  but  careful  read¬ 
ing  of  the  language  of  the  legislation  to  my  mind  indicates  that  the 
administration  might  be  able  to  reach  into  the  trust  fund  to  advance 
that  program. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Baldwin. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  General  Prentiss,  I  am  not  certain  that  I  under¬ 
stand  the  first  recommendation  which  you  have  made  on  page  10  of 
your  testimony.  You  recommend  that  we  give  consideration  to 
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legislation  to  halt  the  loss  of  money  from  the  highway  trust  fund  re¬ 
sulting  from  State  and  local  taxation  of  gross  receipts  of  highway 
contractors,  construction  contracts,  and  sales  and  use  taxes  applied 
to  highway  materials  and  highway  equipment,  and  you  state: 

More  than  $35  million  per  year  is  diverted  from  the  highway  trust  fund  to 
purposes  other  than  the  Federal-aid  highway  program  by  this  practice  *  *  *. 

I  am  not  sure  I  understand  how  you  established  the  fact  that  $35 
million  per  year  is  taken  out  of  the  trust  fund  and  diverted  by  this 
procedure. 

General  Prentiss.  Various  States  levy  certain  taxes  against  the 
contractor,  and  the  contractor,  in  order  to  pay  those  taxes,  has  to 
increase  the  cost  of  his  bid  by  the  amount  of  those  State  taxes.  In 
the  case  of  an  Interstate  System  contract  90  percent  of  what  the 
contractor  is  paying  to  the  State  in  the  form  of  a  gross  receipts  tax, 
or  in  the  form  of  a  sales  tax  on  materials  and  equipment  will  come 
from  the  highway  trust  fund  when  the  State  is  reimbursed  by  the 
amount  of  the  contract.  Of  necessity  the  contractor  must  take  into 
consideration  these  taxes  that  he  must  pay,  when  he  prepares  his 
bid. 

Mr.  Fallon.  If  the  gentleman  will  yield. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Go  ahead. 

Mr.  Fallon.  I  state  as  a  case  in  point  that  I  had  a  letter  from  a 
contractor  who  wrote  me  and  told  me  that  in  bidding  on  a  job  at  this 
tune  he  had  to  increase  his  bid  $30,000  due  to  the  new  State  tax  that 
was  put  on  this  contract. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  May  I  ask  you  a  question?  I  am  not  sure.  Do 
you  feel  we  should  take  some  steps  to  bar  a  sales  and  use  tax  on  the 
highway  materials?  The  constitutionality  of  State  sales  and  use 
taxes  has  been  pretty  well  established,  and  although  I  understand 
your  point  that  maybe  their  costs  are  somewhat  higher  because  of  it, 
I  do  not  quite  understand  how  from  a  constitutional  standpoint  it 
would  be  proper  for  us  to  tell  the  States  that  they  cannot  levy  sales 
and  use  taxes  on  highway  materials  when  the  States  will  be  levying 
them  on  everything  else. 

Through  what  authority  do  we  come  in  and  say,  “You  cannot  do 
this.  You  cannot  levy  them  on  this  item  but  you  can  on  every  other 
kind  of  thing.” 

General  Prentiss.  I  think  that  authority  already  exists  for 
granting  exemptions  from  State  taxes  on  certain  Federal  purchases. 
I  am  not  positive  of  that. 

Mr.  Scherer.  May  I  interrupt? 

Mr.  Fallon.  Yes. 

Mr.  Scherer.  General,  aren’t  you  chiefly  objecting  to  the  new 
laws  which  have  been  passed  by  some  States  which  single  out  highway 
construction  contracts  and  levy  a  tax  on  the  gross  amount  of  the 
contract? 

General  Prentiss.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Scherer.  That  is  what  you  are  particularly  objecting  to,  is  it 
not? 

General  Prentiss.  Right.  And  it  ends  up  by  having  money 
appropriated  by  the  Congress  for  the  construction  of  highways  which 
is  turned  over  to  the  States  in  the  form  of  a  levy  against  the  contractor, 
and  then  the  State  has  that  money  to  use  for  all  other  purposes. 
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Mr.  Baldwin.  You  could  even  say  that  about  the  property  taxes 
that  the  contractor  pays  on  the  various  items  of  equipment  he  owns, 
where  he  pays  taxes  on  them  to  State,  couldn’t  you?  Are  you  advo¬ 
cating  that  we  should  pass  a  bill  barring  the  State  from  levying  any 
property  taxes  on  the  equipment  a  contractor  has,  even  though  I 
pay  a  tax  on  my  automobile  to  the  State? 

General  Prentiss.  No. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Isn’t  the  logic  the  same? 

General  Prentiss.  What  we  had  in  mind  were  these  special  taxes 
that  are  levied  against  a  Federal-aid  contract. 

Mr.  Scherer.  If  I  may  interrupt  again? 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Yes. 

Mr.  Scherer.  I  think  the  gentleman  from  California,  Mr.  Baldwin, 
is  correct,  that  it  would  be  almost  impossible  for  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  to  pass  legislation  to  eliminate  regular  State  use  taxes  and  sales 
taxes  in  connection  with  highway  contracts,  but  I  do  think  that  some 
of  this  new  legislation  might  be  dealt  with.  How  many  States  are 
there  that  have  adopted  this  type  of  legislation?  I  think  there  are 
five  States  that  have  it  specifically  directed  toward  these  contracts. 

General  Prentiss.  Yes. 

Mr.  Scherer.  What  do  you  call  it?  A  gross  receipts  tax? 

General  Prentiss.  A  gross  receipts  tax. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Directed  specifically  toward  these  highway  contracts. 
I  think  we  could  prevent  that  type  of  tax. 

Mr.  Fallon.  I  can  see  where  the  State  legislatures  do  not  get  into 
much  of  a  hassle  over  that  because  90  percent  of  it  is  paid  by  the 
Federal  Government,  and  it  looks  like  an  easy  way  to  do  it,  because 
they  feel  in  some  State  legislatures  that  the  Federal  Government  has 
plenty  of  money,  so  it  is  an  easy  touch  for  them;  and  the  public  does 
not  understand  it,  so  there  is  no  opposition  to  it  coming  from  the 
public. 

General  Prentiss.  We  felt,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  this  was  a  matter 
that  deserves  consideration  by  the  Government. 

Mr.  Fallon.  It  is  a  diversion  of  money  that  this  Congress  intended 
to  use  for  the  building  of  highways,  and  it  is  diverted  into  other 
programs  in  the  State. 

Mr.  Scherer.  I  think  we  can  successfully  attack  the  constitu¬ 
tionality  of  such  a  tax  because  it  does  not  have  uniform  application. 
I  am  not  thoroughly  familiar  with  that  type  of  tax,  but  as  I  under¬ 
stand  it — -and  some  men  in  the  back  row  in  the  room  there  are  shaking 
their  heads— these  are  laws  that  have  arisen  since  the  1956  act,  and 
apply  chiefly  to  these  highway  contracts.  Is  that  right,  General? 

General  Prentiss.  That  is  my  understanding. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Those,  I  think,  could  be  considered  and  might  be 
held  by  the  courts  to  be  unconstitutional  in  view  of  the  fact  that  they 
single  out  these  particular  contracts  and  do  not  have  uniform 
application. 

Mr.  Robison.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Robison. 

Mr.  Robison.  General,  as  the  ranking  minority  member  on  the 
Davis  Select  Subcommittee  on  Real  Property  Acquisition,  I  am 
interested  in  and  inclined  to  agree  with  your  remarks  relative  to  the 
relocation  proposal.  The  Federal  machinery  we  now  have  for  the 
acquisition  of  real  property  for  the  various  purposes  in  which  the 
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Federal  Government  now  has  an  interest— the  list  of  which  is  growing 
every  day — -is  at  best  a  sort  of  patchwork  quilt.  The  payment  of 
relocation  costs  here  and  there  is  only  one  of  the  patches  on  that 
quilt.  I  would  regret  to  see  any  action  taken  by  this  committee 
which  would  add  another  patch  that  would  not  have  uniform  appli¬ 
cation  throughout  the  whole  structure  of  the  machinery  which  applies 
to  the  acquisition  of  real  property  for  Federal  or  federally  aided 
purposes. 

There  may  well  be  merit,  as  you  mention  in  your  statement,  in 
this  proposal,  and  perhaps  considerable  merit.  There  is  a  bill,  as  you 
are  aware,  introduced  by  Senator  Scott  in  the  Senate,  in  which  the 
two  Senators  from  New  York  joined — Senators  Keating  and  Javits — — ■ 

Mr.  Scherer.  That  is  no  recommendation. 

Mr.  Robison.  It  is  not  quite  the  same  proposal  as  this,  but  again 
a  sort  of  piecemeal  approach  on  the  highway  program  only.  I  would 
be  inclined  to  agree  with  the  statement  made  by  Mr.  Fallon  a  moment 
ago  that  it  would  be  best  for  the  Davis  subcommittee,  as  you  suggest, 
to  take  a  comprehensive  look  at  this  problem  not  only  for  the  highway 
area  but  for  all  areas  connected  with  real  estate  acquisition,  and  then 
to  consider  it  in  a  separate  proposal.  I  appreciate  your  suggestion 
along  that  line. 

Secondly,  as  a  New  Yorker,  I  am  also  happy  to  find  that — and  it 
has  been  a  little  hard  to  find  one  lately — that  I  have  an  ally  with 
respect  to  reimbursement  for  those  miles  of  road  that  have  been 
incorporated  into  the  Interstate  System.  I  continue  to  believe  that 
an  inequity  exists  here — an  unintentional  one,  but  an  inequity  none¬ 
theless — and  I  am  very  grateful  to  find  somebody  else  thinks  so  and 
believes  that  these  States  should  be  reimbursed  for  this  incorporated 
mileage. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Will  the  gentleman  yield?  Mr.  Robison  and  the 
general  will  agree  that  this  reimbursement  should  come  in  mileage 
rather  than  in  dollars. 

Mr.  Robison.  Not  personally.  What  does  the  general  say  on 
that? 

Mr.  Scherer.  He  does  not  say.  He  is  silent,  but  I  gather  from 
the  organization  he  represents  he  would  rather  have  that  reimburse¬ 
ment  in  the  form  of  highway  mileage  to  the  States  rather  than  in  cash. 

Mr.  Robison.  If  the  gentleman  will  yield  back  to  me  I  will  ask 
the  general  for  a  comment.  There  are  pros  and  cons  in  both  areas. 
Miles,  certainly  in  New  York  State,  might  cost  a  great  deal  more  in 
dollars  than  mileage  elsewhere.  Then,  too,  the  location  of  the  New 
York  State  Thruway,  which  is  our  main  point  of  contention  here,  for 
all  I  know  was  more  costly  than  substitute  mileage  would  be  elsewhere 
throughout  the  State.  Do  you  have  any  comment,  General? 

General  Prentiss.  Our  feeling  is  that  a  clear  formula  should  be 
developed  which  would  result  in  a  reimbursement  to  the  States  for 
the  difference  between  what  they  would  have  gotten  under  the  90-10 
formula,  and  what  they  actually  got  under  whatever  system  the  road 
was  built;  and  that  that  money  should  be  appropriated  from  the 
general  fund  of  the  Treasury  in  view  of  the  fact  that  at  the  time  those 
roads  were  built  all  highway  appropriations  were  coming  from  the 
general  fund  of  the  Treasury,  and  not  from  the  highway  trust  fund; 
and  in  view  of  the  fact  that  the  highway  trust  fund  does  not  have 
funds  in  it  for  such  reimbursement. 
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However,  we  believe  that  where  such  funds  are  reimbursed  to  the 
States,  that  they  should  be  reimbursed  with  a  string  on  them,  requir¬ 
ing  that  the  States  utilize  those  funds  for  additional  highway  con¬ 
struction  rather  than  diverting  those  funds  to  some  other  purpose. 

Mr.  Scherer.  To  reimburse  the  States  my  recollection  is  it  would 
cost  about  $4  billion,  or  a  little  over  $4  billion.  In  the  foreseeable 
future  I  see  no  chance  of  getting  out  of  the  general  fund  an  additional 
$4  billion.  Senator  Byrd  indicated  we  are  going  to  have  a  deficit 
next  year  of  $10  billion  and  possibly  it  will  run  to  $12  billion.  That 
is  going  to  be  all  borrowed  money. 

Mr.  Fallon.  If  the  gentleman  will  yield,  Maryland  is  taking  a 
very  different  stand  on  it  They  have  sent  the  money  back  to  the 
Federal  Government  for  the  Northeast  Expressway  and  are.  going 
to  build  it  under  a  toll,  which  just  proves  that  this  program  is  not 
moving  fast  enough  for  the  needs  in  the  States.  So  if  you  start 
reimbursing  at  this  moment  you  are  going  to  retard  the  program  that 
much  more  and  you  will  find  more  toll  roads  will  be  built  because  of 
the  Federal  Government  not  moving  as  fast  as  is  necessary  for  the 
solution  of  traffic  problems. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Ohio  would  get  a  good  share  if  we  had  reimburse¬ 
ment,  but  I  cannot  see  in  the  foreseeable  future  how  you  will  get  $4 
billion  additional  out  of  the  general  fund  or  trust  fund 

Mr.  Robison.  My  friend  from  Ohio  knows  I  heartily  concur  with 
him - 

Mr.  Scherer.  I  sympathize  with  you  because  Ohio  is  in  the  same 
position. 

Mr.  Robison.  Let  me  say,  Mr.  Scherer,  you  know  I  heartily 
concur  with  you  in  the  support  of  the  concept  of  fiscal  responsibility, 
but  the  thing  that  bothers  me,  as  I  have  said  before,  is  that  if  an 
inequitable  situation  exists  here,  are  we  to  permit  the  cost  of  doing 
equity  to  blind  us  to  that  principle  of  doing  equity?  Is  the  cost  of 
doing  right  such  that  we  can  never  do  it?  It  is  a  difficult  question 
for  me  to  answer  in  the  affirmative. 

Mr.  Scherer.  I  learned  in  law  school  that  lie  who  seeks  equity 
must  do  equity,  so  your  reasoning  is  right,  except  in  this  case  it  is 
impossible. 

Mr.  Robison.  I  yield  the  floor. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Are  there  any  other  questions?  If  not,  General,  on 
behalf  of  the  committee  may  I  thank  you  for  your  very  fine  statement 
this  morning. 

General  Prentiss.  Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  appear 
before  you. 

Mr.  Fallon.  We  have  as  our  next  witness  this  morning  Mr. 
M.  Clare  Miller  of  the  Associated  General  Contractors,  and  he  is 
accompanied  by  Mr.  Walter  F.  Maxwell  and  Mr.  W.  Ray  Rogers  of 
Portland,  Oreg.,  and  Mr.  Jim  Sprouse. 

I  forgot  to  acknowledge  when  the  American  Road  Builders  were 
making  their  statement  that  Mr.  Burton  F.  Miller,  deputy  executive 
vice  president  of  that  association,  was  here  as  well  as  somebody  who 
is  not  strange  to  this  committee  and  who  has  been  here  for  many  years, 
Capt.  Charles  D.  Curtiss,  special  assistant  to  the  executive  vice 
president  of  that  organization. 

On  behalf  of  the  committee  may  I  sax'  to  you  gentlemen  from  the 
Associated  General  Contractors  that  we  are  very  happy  to  have  you 
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here  this  morning.  We  have  some  distinguished  witnesses  here  today 
and  may  I  say  what  I  said  to  General  Prentiss ;  namely,  that  your 
association  and  your  officers  and  men  have  been  a  great  help  to  this 
committee  in  providing  the  information  necessary  to  have  this 
program  go  forward. 

STATEMENT  OF  M.  CLARE  MILLER,  McPHERSON,  KANS.,  ACCOM¬ 
PANIED  BY  WALTER  F.  MAXWELL,  FONTANA,  CALIF.,  AND 

W.  RAY  ROGERS,  PORTLAND,  OREG.,  APPEARING  ON  BEHALF 

OF  THE  ASSOCIATED  GENERAL  CONTRACTORS  OF  AMERICA, 

INC. 

Mr.  Miller.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee.  I  am  Clare  Miller,, 
president  of  the  San  Ore  Construction  Co.,  McPherson,  Kans.  I  have 
just  completed  a  term  as  president  of  the  Associated  General  Con¬ 
tractors  of  America,  an  organization  composed  of  nearly  7,300  of  the 
Nation’s  leading  general  contractors.  Nearly  half  of  these  are  high¬ 
way  contractors,  and  many  others  perform  work  related  to  highways. 
I  appear  before  you  as  their  representative. 

1  am  accompanied  here  today  by  two  distinguished  highway  con¬ 
tractor  members  of  our  association:  Walter  F.  Maxwell,  president  of 
the  W.  F.  Maxwoll  Co.,  Fontana,  Calif.,  and  W.  R.  Rogers,  president 
of  the  Rogers  Construction  Co.,  Portland,  Oreg. 

Mr.  Maxwell  is  chairman  of  the  AGC  Highway  Contractors’  Divi¬ 
sion,  a  member  of  our  executive  committee,  a  past  president  of  our 
southern  California  chapter,  and  a  longtime  member  of  our  joint  com¬ 
mittee  with  the  American  Association  of  State  Highway  Officials. 

Mr.  Rogers  is  serving  his  third  year  as  cochairman  of  our  joint  com¬ 
mittee  with  the  American  Association  of  State  Highway  Officials,  is  a 
past  president  of  our  Portland  chapter,  a  past  chairman  of  the  highway 
division,  and  has  served  4  years  on  our  executive  committee. 

I  have  drawn  heavily  on  the  counsel  and  experience  of  these  gentle¬ 
men  in  the  preparation  of  this  testimony. 

AGC  SUPPORTS  H.R.  9725 

Highway  contractor  members  of  the  AGC,  according  to  an  analysis 
of  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  figures,  perform  70  percent  of  the  Federal- 
aid  construction  on  the  primary  system  and  Interstate  System.  This 
important  part  of  the  industry,  and  our  association  as  a  whole,  firmly 
supports  H.R.  9725,  proposed  by  the  chairman  to  continue  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  ABC  system  on  an  orderly  basis. 

At  our  43d  annual  convention,  held  this  year  in  Los  Angeles,  the- 
following  resolution  was  adopted: 

Federal  Highway  Funds 

The  43d  Annual  Convention  of  the  Associated  General  Contractors  of  America, 
meeting  in  Los  Angeles,  Calif.,  February  26-March  1,  1962,  urges  the  87th  Con¬ 
gress  to  enact  H.R.  9725,  introduced  to  provide  funds  necessary  to  permit  the 
continued  orderly  expansion  of  the  primary,  secondary,  and  urban  road  system. 
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SIZE  OF  ABC  PROGRAM 

We  note  that  H.R.  9725  provides  $950  million  for  fiscal  1964  and 
$975  million  for  fiscal  1965,  thus  returning  to  the  intent  of  Congress 
regarding  incremental  increases  in  the  A-B-C  program  as  indicated  in 
the  hearings  on  the  Highway  Act  of  1956.  A  point  of  great  merit 
in  the  A-B-C  program  is  its  orderly  continuation  from  year  to  year,  a 
point  we  have  emphasized  in  each  of  our  appearances  before  this 
committee.  This  feature — a  sustained  level  of  contract  awards — has 
a  direct  bearing  on  the  level  of  contract  costs  to  be  expected.  It  is 
impossible  to  conduct  a  highway  construction  program  economically 
■on  a  stop-and-go  or  peak-and-valley  basis. 

The  responsible  highway  contractor  of  today  must  be  able  to  plan 
ahead  for  the  expected  amount  of  construction  work  obtainable  in 
■order  to  conduct  his  business  enterprise  in  an  effective  and  efficient 
manner.  We  believe  the  bill  we  are  discussing  encourages  and  sup¬ 
ports  orderly  planning. 

HIGHWAY  CONSTRUCTION  IS  LARGE  EMPLOYER 

The  A-B-C  program,  like  other  highway  construction,  is  a  prime 
generator  of  employment.  According  to  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads, 
•each  billion  dollars  of  Federal-aid  highway  construction  provides 
■onsite  employment  for  approximately  48,000  men,  with  a  weekly 
payroll  of  about  $4,650,000. 

In  addition  to  the  onsite  employment,  there  is  at  least  as  much  and 
probably  more  offsite  employment  generated.  The  bill  you  are 
considering  will  provide,  with  State  matching  funds,  $3,850  million, 
or  employment  for  192,000  men  earning  a  weekly  payroll  of  about 
$18,600,000. 

DIVERSION  OF  HIGHWAY  FUNDS 

We  also  wish  to  restate  at  this  time  our  long  standing  opposition 
to  the  use  of  money  in  the  Highway  trust  fund  for  any  purpose  other 
than  the  construction  of  highways  and  administrative  functions  of  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads. 

In  this  connection,  our  43d  annual  convention  adopted  a  pertinent 
resolution  on  a  matter  with  which  we  are  particularly  concerned. 
It  reads: 

Taxation  of  Highway  Contracts  and  Materials 

Whereas  certain  State  and  local  taxes  are  estimated  to  cost  the  Highway  trust 
fund  $50  million  a  year;  and 

Whereas  this  reduces  by  the  same  amount  the  funds  available  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  highways,  the  purpose  for  which  the  trust  fund  was  established:  Now,  there¬ 
fore,  be  it 

Resolved,  That  the  43d  Annual  Convention  of  the  Associated  General  Con¬ 
tractors  of  America,  meeting  in  Los  Angeles,  Calif.,  February  26-March  1,  1962, 
urges  the  87th  Congress  to  enact  legislation  prohibiting  Federal-aid  participation 
in  taxes  applied  to  gross  receipts  of  highway  contractors,  and  sales  taxes  applied  to 
materials  used  in  highway  contracts. 

Such  taxation  is,  of  course,  borne  largely  by  the  trust  fund,  50 
percent  on  A-B-C  construction  and  90  percent  on  the  interstate. 

We  urge  this  committee  to  give  this  matter  serious  consideration 
at  the  proper  time,  and  to  take  any  action  possible  to  eliminate  those 
discriminatory  taxes. 
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EXTENSION  OF  DAVIS-BACON  AND  8-HOUR  LAW  OPPOSED 

We  are  opposed  to  any  further  extension  of  the  Da vis-Bacon  pre¬ 
vailing  wage  law  and  the  8-hour  overtime  law  to  construction  of  the 
ABC  and  interstate  highway  programs.  We  feel  that  any  further 
extension  of  the  prevailing  wage  law  to  include  fringe  benefits,  and 
application  of  the  8-hour  principle  to  Federal-aid  highway  work  is 
not  only  unjustified,  but  completely  unrealistic. 

Proposals  to  extend  these  laws  are  now  pending  before  the  Congress. 
The  8-hour  extension  proposal  was  voted  on  by  the  House  on  April 
16  under  “suspension  of  rules,”  and  the  Davis-Bacon  extension  bill 
is  pending  before  the  House  Rules  Committee.  We  understand  the 
Senate  Labor  Committee  is  also  studying  the  possibilities  of  acting 
on  these  measures.  Such  actions,  in  our  opinion,  would  be  wasteful 
and  inflationary,  and  would  have  a  disruptive  effect  on  not  only  the 
Federal- aid  program  but  on  State  and  local  programs  as  well.  We 
strongly  oppose  any  such  moves. 

We  realize  that  these  matters  are  not  before  this  committee,  but 
we  hope  you  will  give  our  views  consideration. 

ABC  SYSTEM  VITAL  TO  NATION 

We  do  not  desire  to  detract  in  any  way  from  the  importance  of  the 
Interstate  System,  but  we  believe  that  the  primary  and  secondary 
roads  are  still  the  most  important  to  the  vast  majority  of  our  people 
in  their  daily  lives.  The  farmer  hauling  his  produce  to  market,  the 
wage  earner  commuting  to  work,  the  housewife  on  her  errands — to 
these  and  millions  like  them  the  A-B-C  system  is  a  necessary  and  vital 
part  of  their  lives. 

This  committee  has  always  demonstrated  a  keen  understanding  of 
these  needs,  and  has  taken  constructive  steps  to  meet  them.  We  have 
every  confidence  that  you  will  continue  to  uphold  that  record. 

COMMENTS  ON  OVERALL  PROGRAM 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  cannot,  in  all  good  conscience,  appear  before 
this  committee,  which  initiated  action  on  the  expanded  highway 
program,  without  respectfully  bringing  to  your  attention  the  detri¬ 
mental  effects — -certainly  unanticipated  by  the  Congress — that  recent 
events  have  had  on  the  highway  program  and  on  the  highway  con¬ 
struction  industry.  First,  however,  we  wish  to  assure  you  that  we 
do  not,  and  have  never,  questioned  the  right  of  the  Congress  to 
examine,  in  depth,  the  conduct  of  those  carrying  out  the  program  which 
it  authorized.  Neither  do  we  question  the  right  of  the  General 
Accounting  Office  to  determine  that  the  funds  authorized  by  Congress 
are  properly  used,  or  the  right  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  to 
exercise  its  proper  function  as  the  senior  partner  in  the  construction  of 
the  Federal-aid  highway  system.  We  believe  these  to  be  the  clear- 
cut  duties  of  those  agencies  of  the  Government.  We  are,  however, 
deeply  concerned  over,  and  we  suffer  from,  the  reaction  to  those 
functions  by  those  who  supervise,  inspect,  and  approve  our  work. 

The  Associated  General  Contractors  agrees  with  and  supports  the 
exposure  of  any  evidences  of  wrongdoing,  even  though  they  have  in 
some  instances  been  embarrassing  to  us.  But  we  believe  just  as 
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firmly  that  a  proper  perspective  is  vital  to  the  welfare  and  success  of 
the  entire  program. 

The  public,  for  example,  believes  what  it  reads,  despite  the  lack  of 
factual  support,  and  the  impression  left  with  the  general  public  by 
some  irresponsible  reporting  of  the  congressional  investigations  is 
that  all  State  highway  employees  are  corrupt,  that  all  highway 
contractors  are  dishonest  and  that  all  highways  are  poorly  built. 

We  would  like  to  refute  these  gross,  unfair  exaggerations. 

Mr.  Scherer.  You  said  they  believe  all  are.  Would  you  say  that 
half  of  the  State  highway  officials  should  be  in  jail? 

Mr.  Miller.  No,  sir. 

A  prominent  Member  of  Congress  recently  said:  “I  have  often 
stated  that  the  overwhelming  majority  of  highway  officials  and  em¬ 
ployees  are  competent,  conscientious,  hard  working,  and  too  often 
overworked  and  underpaid.”  Every  highway  contractor  in  the 
United  States  would  agree  with  that  statement.  Unfortunately, 
however,  this  statement  appeared  in  an  engineering  magazine  of 
limited  circulation,  while  a  magazine  of  multimillion  circulation  says: 
“Half  the  country’s  State  highway  officials  ought  to  be  in  jail.”  This 
is  an  unwarranted,  unsupported  indictment  of  one  of  the  most  loyal 
and  dedicated  groups  of  public  servants  in  the  country,  and  its  author 
should  prove  the  charge  or  apologize  for  it 

I  have  been  closely  associated  with  the  highway  officials  of  this 
country  for  more  than  30  years.  I  am  proud  of  that  association,  and 
I  know,  from  personal  knowledge,  that  such  a  charge  is  completely 
baseless. 

I  have  exactly  the  same  high  regard  for  the  ability,  honesty,  and 
integrity  of  the  employees  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads. 

There  are  approximately  10,000  contractors  in  the  United  States 
qualified  to  bid  Federal-aid  highway  work.  Fifteen  of  these  have 
appeared  before  the  investigating  committee.  After  thorough 
investigation,  eight  of  these  were  barred  from  bidding  on  Federal  or 
Federal-aid  highway  projects.  This,  we  believe,  is  a  good  record  for 
an  industry  of  this  size. 

Speaking  for  the  AGO,  we  do  not  condone  any  wrongdoing  by  our 
members  or  their  employees.  The  principles  of  ethical  conduct, 
as  defined  by  the  AGO  code  of  ethical  conduct,  and  their  effect  on  the 
prestige  and  dignity  of  the  industry,  were  discussed  at  length  at  our 
New  Orleans  board  meeting  last  October,  and  the  following  statement 
was  adopted  there: 

Reaffirmation  of  Principles  of  Ethical  Conduct 

Many  thousands  of  large  and  small  construction  contracts  are  carried  out 
annually  by  members  of  the  Associated  General  Contractors  to  the  complete 
satisfaction  of  their  clients,  both  private  and  public.  However,  in  view  of  recent 
disclosures  of  improper  practices  by  a  few  contracting  companies,  the  board  of 
directors  of  the  AGC  hereby  restates  the  principles  of  ethical  conduct  for  members 
of  this  association,  as  follows: 

“The  Associated  General  Contractors  of  America  has  never  condoned  improper 
practices  or  substandard  performance,  and  wishes  to  reassure  the  public  and  all 
buyers  of  construction  that  the  motto  of  the  association,  ‘Skill,  Integrity  and 
Responsibility,’  is  to  be  followed  in  its  strictest  sense.  Our  code  of  ethics  requires 
‘scrupulous  avoidance  of  any  action  which  might  not  prove  compatible  with  the 
public  interest.’  Any  conduct  which  does  not  meet  these  standards  is  indefensible. 

“Any  member  will  be  asked  to  resign  whose  actions  are  proved  to  show  a  willful 
disregard  for  the  public  interest  as  embodied  in  the  principles  of  AGC. 


124 


FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  19  62 


“Further,  every  member  of  the  AGC,  his  agents,  and  employees  must  avoid  any 
situation  which  might  be  construed  as  an  act  of  improper  influence  of  any  person 
representing  his  client,  either  public  or  private.” 

On  January  26,  1962,  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  suspended  the 
contractors  already  mentioned.  Some  of  those  were  AGC  members. 
The  principles  of  our  New  Orleans  statement  on  ethics  were  then 
applied,  and  this  association  now  has  no  members  barred  from  bidding 
public  works  projects. 

Of  the  more  than  139,000  miles  of  new  Federal-aid  highways  built 
since  the  enactment  of  the  1956  act,  405  miles  have  been  the  subject 
of  congressional  investigations;  9.6  miles  of  this  is  unacceptable  to 
the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads.  This,  we  submit,  is  also  a  good  record. 

In  the  same  period  of  time  Mr.  Maxwell’s  organization  built  96 
major  highway  structures  in  California  at  a  cost  of  $19,900,000; 
Mr.  Rogers’  firm  built  more  than  $42  million  worth  of  highways  and 
highway  structures  in  Oregon,  Washington,  Idaho,  and  Alaska;  and 
my  company  built  more  than  $40  million  worth  of  highways  and 
highway  structures  in  the  midwestern  part  of  the  United  States. 

There  has  never,  to  our  knowledge,  been  any  question  concerning 
the  quality  of  this  work  or  the  integrity  and  honesty  of  the  firms  or 
their  employees.  And  this  is  the  rule,  not  the  exception.  Neither 
are  they  isolated  cases — the  vast  majority  of  highway  contractors 
are  just  as  dedicated  to  seeing  that  the  public  receives  full  value  for 
its  highway  dollar  as  are  you  gentlemen. 

CHARGES  OF  WASTE  REFUTED 

It  has  been  stated  in  the  press  that:  “The  broad  new  highways  are 
paved  with  waste.”  This  is  a  serious  charge,  one  on  which  we  would 
also  like  to  comment.  The  highway  contracting  industry  is  highly 
competitive,  and  this  competition  is  itself  the  best  protector  of  public 
funds.  In  the  calendar  year  1961,  38,466  separate  bids  were  received 
for  the  6,653  highway  contracts  awarded,  an  average  of  5.8  bids  per 
job.  The  6,653  contracts  were  awarded  to  3,750  different  firms,  at 
prices  ranging  from  slightly  less  than  1  percent  to  20.1  percent  under 
the  engineers’  estimates  for  those  jobs.  This  represents  not  a  waste, 
but  a  savings  to  the  taxpayer  of  $298,856,014  in  1961  alone. 

In  the  years  1957-61,  the  engineers’  estimates  for  all  Federal-aid 
highway  work  was  $16,643,583,555.  This  is  what  the  States  con¬ 
sidered  a  fair  and  reasonable  price  for  this  work.  In  fact,  however, 
the  contractors  built  it  for  $14,978,925,200,  10  percent  below  those 
estimates.  This  represents  not  a  waste,  but  a  savings  of 
$1,664,658,355. 

It  remains  clear,  therefore,  that  free  and  open  competitive  bidding 
is  the  most  effective  guardian  of  public  works  money. 

Highway  contractors  are  today  performing  common  excavation  for 
almost  exactly  the  same  unit  prices  as  they  did  40  years  ago,  although 
during  that  time  wage  rates,  material  prices,  and  equipment  prices 
have  risen  tremendously.  The  answer  then  can  lie  only  in  improved 
methods  and  techniques  of  construction,  and  in  the  contractor’s 
willingness  to  invest  large  amounts  of  capital  in  new  equipment  of 
high  productivity.  Thirty  years  ago,  for  example,  a  highway  con¬ 
tractor  could  equip  himself  to  do  a  million  dollar  job  for  $200,000. 
That  same  spread  today  would  cost  more  than  $2  million. 
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The  average  highway  contractor  is  constantly  seeking  ways  to 
improve  his  operations,  to  eliminate  waste,  and  to  place  himself  in  a 
stronger  competitive  position.  He  must  do  this  or  lie  cannot  survive. 

This  self-improvement  is  not  a  new  or  recent  endeavor;  the  coopera¬ 
tive  activities  of  the  AGC  and  the  American  Association  of  State 
Highway  Officials  began  in  1921,  and  have  continued  for  41  years. 
These  activities  have  resulted  in  improved  specifications,  methods, 
equipment,  materials,  construction  practices,  and,  most  important, 
tangible  savings  to  the  public. 

Another  telling  indication  of  the  high  level  of  competition  is  the 
fact  that  there  were  more  failures  in  the  contracting  industry  in  1961 
than  any  year  since  1934.  If  a  construction  contractor  cannot  remain 
competitive  he  very  quickly  becomes  a  business  casualty. 

HIGHWAY  CONSTRUCTION"  COSTS  INCREASING 

But,  regardless  of  how  efficient  or  competitive  the  contractor  may 
be,  there  are  factors  beyond  his  control  which  are  increasing  the  cost 
of  the  highway  program,  and  we  consider  it  the  obligation  of  our  asso¬ 
ciation  to  bring  those  to  the  attention  of  this  committee. 

We  realize  that  it  has  never  been  the  intent  of  the  congressional 
investigations  to  frighten  highway  department  employees  or  to  pre¬ 
clude  their  exercising  their  vested  authority.  In  fact,  however,  the 
unforeseen  byproducts  of  the  investigations  have  had  just  that  effect. 
The  inflammatory,  derogatory,  and  slanted  articles  in  certain  news¬ 
papers  and  magazines  and  the  ever-present  fear  of  being  summoned  to 
appear  before  an  investigating  committee  has  instilled  in  many  in¬ 
spectors  and  project  engineers  a  sense  of  caution  amounting  almost 
to  a  reluctance  to  make  any  decision  which  might  conceivably  be 
questioned  in  any  way  or  to  any  degree.  Such  caution  is,  under  the 
circumstances,  perfectly  natural,  but  progress  of  any  kind,  in  any 
field  of  endeavor,  involves  risk.  One  of  the  risks  inherent  in  any 
professional  man’s  career  is  making  decisions,  and  while  they  are  often 
difficult,  they  must  be  made  or  there  will  be  no  progress.  But  we 
find  necessary  and  timely  job  decisions  increasingly  difficult  to  obtain, 
and  far  too  much  time  is  lost  by  the  contractor  in  waiting  for  decisions 
which  must  travel  up  and  down  the  complete  chain  of  command. 

Any  delay  in  the  prosecution  of  a  construction  job  is  a  cost  factor, 
and  must,  inevitably,  be  reflected  in  the  contractor’s  bid  prices.  As 
evidence  of  this,  we  offer  the  following:  In  April  1960,  during  the 
Oklahoma  hearings,  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  initiated  new,  severe 
record  sampling  requirements  and,  at  almost  the  same  time,  notified 
the  States  that  there  must  be  posted  on  each  Federal-aid  project  a 
notice  stating  the  penalties  which  could  be  applied,  to  engineers  and 
contractors  alike,  for  any  violation  of  rules  or  law. 

We  did  not  then,  nor  do  we  now,  question  the  correctness  or  pro¬ 
priety  of  those  actions.  We  are  concerned  only  with  their  interpreta¬ 
tion  by,  and  their  effect  on,  the  field  personnel  of  the  Bureau  and  the 
State  highway  departments.  The  result  was,  and  continues  to  be, 
delays  on  decisions,  testing,  inspections,  and  change  orders.  And  the 
end  result  has  been  increased  prices.  Since  April  1960,  contractors’ 
bid  prices  have  increased  5.8  percent. 

This  increase  represents  a  substantial  amount  of  money.  Almost 
$24  billion  remains  to  be  expended  for  construction  on  the  Interstate 
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System  alone;  5.8  percent  of  that  is  $1,392  million.  If  the  conditions 
we  have  described  continue,  prices  will  continue  to  increase,  and  the 
Congress  will  eventually  be  confronted  with  the  hard  choice  of  either 
reducing  the  size  of  the  Interstate  System  or  again  increasing  taxes 
to  pay  for  it. 


PROGRAM  NEEDS  CONFIDENCE  AND  SUPPORT 

Is  there  any  remedy?  We  believe  there  is.  We  believe  the  Con¬ 
gress  should  assure  the  personnel  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and 
the  State  highway  departments  that  as  long  as  they  carry  out  their 
assignments  honestly  and  efficiently,  and  render  decisions  based  on 
sound  engineering  judgment,  they  are  in  no  danger  of  being  summoned 
before  a  committee  of  the  Congress  to  explain  or  justify  those  actions. 
We  sincerely  believe,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  that  action  alone  would  save 
the  public  millions  of  dollars  and  would  also  restore  the  atmosphere 
of  stability  so  badly  needed  by  the  industry.  Otherwise  the  cure  may 
quite  well  prove  to  be  more  costly  than  the  disease. 

The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads-State  highway  department-contractor 
team  has  worked  well,  and  has  served  the  Nation  well,  for  46  years. 

But  teamwork  does  not  mean  collusion. 

Nine  and  six-tenths  miles  of  unacceptable  highways  does  not  mean 
that  all  139,000  miles  are  bad. 

Eight  contractors  barred  does  not  mean  that  all  10,000  are  dis¬ 
honest. 

There  is  a  good  side  to  the  Federal -aid  highway  program,  and  we 
respectfully  urge  the  Congress  to  recognize,  acknowledge,  and  publicize 
that  side  along  with  the  other  side. 

The  program  today  needs  and  deserves  restored  public  confidence 
and  support.  It  also  needs  and  deserves  the  confidence  and  support  of 
the  Congress  of  the  United  States. 

That  ends  the  testimony.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Miller,  on  behalf  of  the  committee  I  should  again 
like  to  thank  you  for  coming  here  this  morning.  Mr.  Scherer. 
Mr.  Baldwin. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Mr.  Miller,  the  implication  of  your  statement  seems 
to  be  that  you  feel  our  Highway  Investigating  Subcommittee  has  been 
the  major  item  responsible  for  an  increase  in  highway  construction 
costs  of  5.8  percent  in  the  last  2  years.  I  might  say  that  those  of  us 
who  serve  on  the  Highway  Investigating  Subcommittee  have  felt 
it  has  served  an  essential  function.  We  do  not  share  the  feeling  which 
seems  to  be  implied  in  your  statement  that  Congress  now  thinks 
that  the  highway  program  is  unjustified,  or  else  we  would  not  be  here 
prepared  to  pass  a  bill  which  would  authorize  $950  million  or  so  a  year 
for  the  next  2  years  for  the  A-B-C  program. 

However,  we  have  found,  through  the  hearings  of  that  High¬ 
way  Investigating  Subcommittee,  that  there  were  misuses  of  Fed¬ 
eral  funds,  and  it  was  our  job  as  representatives  of  the  people  to 
look  into  it.  I  personally  cannot  believe  the  implication  of  your 
statement,  that  the  Highway  Investigating  Subcommittee  is  the 
major  reason  for  an  increase  of  5.8  percent.  I  cannot  believe  that  is 
the  actual  fact.  Let  me  ask  you  this  question:  Have  there  not  been 
factors  in  the  way  of  highway  costs  of  construction  that  have  gone  up 
in  the  last  2  years?  What  about  your  labor  and  material  costs  in  the 
last  2  years? 
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Mr.  Miller.  They  have  increased  some — not  very  much,  but 
they  have  been  increasing  for  the  2-  or  3-year  period  prior  to  the 
backlog  after  the  investigations,  and  we  had  not  raised  prices.  As  a 
matter  of  fact  we  had  lowered  them  over  a  2-year  period  in  the  face 
of  increased  prices  of  labor  and  materials. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  In  the  face  of  increased  prices  of  labor  and  materials. 
Would  you  care  to  estimate  what  percentage  increase  you  have 
experienced  in  the  last  2  years  in  materials  and  in  labor? 

Mr.  Miller.  We  have  some  facts  on  that.  I  hope  I  have  them 
with  me.  Probably  2  percent. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  For  the  entire  2  years,  or  for  each  year? 

Mr.  Miller.  For  each  year. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  That  is  a  total  of  4  percent? 

Mr.  Miller.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  There  has  already  been  testimony  by  the  American 
Road  Builders  Association  and  by  you  that  you  have  had  additional 
taxes  levied  by  the  States,  because  you  have  advocated  in  your 
statement  that  we  take  action  to  try  to  get  those  taxes  repealed,  so 
it  appears  pretty  clear  from  your  testimony  you  have  also  had  an 
increase  in  State  taxes.  Is  that  not  true? 

Mr.  Miller.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Then  in  fact  you  have  had  an  increase  of  4  percent 
in  the  2-year  period  in  materials  and  labor,  plus  an  increase  in  State 
taxes;  and  I  don’t  think  personally  that  the  implication  of  your 
statement  is  a  fact,  namely,  that  the  primary  responsibility  for  a 
5.8-percent  increase  in  costs  was  the  result  of  the  Highway  Investigating 
Subcommittee. 

(The  following  was  furnished  for  insertion :) 


The  Associated  General  Contractors  of  America,  Inc., 

Washington,  D.C.,  April  24,  1962. 

Hon.  George  H.  Fallon, 

Chairman,  Roads  Subcommittee  of  the  House  Public  Works  Committee,  Congress  of 
the  United  States,  House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  In  the  testimony  we  presented  before  your  subcommitte 
on  April  18,  1962,  we  stated  that  since  April  1960,  contractors’  bid  prices  on 
Federal-aid  highway  construction  had  increased  5.8  percent. 

Congressman  Baldwin  then  asked  what  part  of  this  increase  resulted  from  higher 
wage  rates  and  increased  costs  of  materials  and  equipment.  In  further  response 
to  that  inquiry  we  submit  the  following:  In  the  period  of  time  to  which  we  re¬ 
ferred — April  1960  to  January  1962 — wage  rates  increased  7  percent,  equipment 
costs  increased  0.7  percent,  and  the  cost  of  materials  declined  3  percent.  The 
composite  increase  of  these  three  is  2.1  percent.  The  source  of  these  data  is  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads. 

We  did  not  intend  to  attribute  the  entire  5.8  percent  increase  to  the  situation 
described  in  our  testimony.  Based  on  the  figures  above,  however,  there  remains 
a  3.7-percent  increase — aside  from  wages,  materials,  and  equipment — which,  in 
our  opinion,  does  reflect  that  situation. 

It  is  respectfully  requested  that  this  letter  be  inserted  in  the  record  of  the  hear¬ 
ings  at  the  proper  place. 

Very  truly  yours, 

M.  Clare  Miller. 


Mr.  Scherer.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Yes. 

Mr.  Scherer.  As  I  remember  it,  construction  costs  increased  about 
8  percent  between  1954  and  1958,  and  starting  in  1958,  in  the  latter 
part  of  1957,  there  was  a  general  decline  in  construction  costs  up 
through  1960.  Is  that  right? 
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Mr.  Miller.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Scherer.  At  least  I  made  that  statement  as  a  result  of  sta¬ 
tistics  that  I  studied.  Now,  has  that  decline  been  due  to  greater 
competition  and  improved  methods  of  construction  since  1958? 

Mr.  Miller.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Is  there  any  question  about  it  that  highway  con¬ 
struction  costs  have  declined  since  1958?  If  so,  I  have  been  in  error. 

Mr.  Miller.  They  either  declined  or  held  virtually  a  straight  line, 
and  these  cost  increases  were  not  greater,  or  were  equally  as  great 
during  that  period  as  they  have  been  during  the  last  year  since  this 
increase  started.  We  could  only  gather  from  that  and  from  our  own 
experiences  where  the  differences  in  our  costs  could  come  from.  We 
were  able  to  hold  the  line  through  increased  productivity  and  increased 
capacity  of  equipment.  We  were  able  to  hold  the  price  line  despite 
that  average  increase. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  made  that  statement  so  often  in 
speeches  that  I  wanted  to  ask  the  American  Road  Builders  Association 
whether  the  statement  I  have  just  made  is  substantially  correct.  If 
not  I  would  like  to  have  the  record  corrected.  General  Prentiss,  would 
you  answer  that? 

General  Prentiss.  As  I  recall,  the  statement  which  you  made  is 
correct,  namely,  that  since  1958  prices  have  flattened  out  and  have 
been  practically  in  a  straight  line  rather  than  a  continuing  increase 
as  they  did  between  1954  and  1958. 

Mr.  Schwengel.  Air.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Schwengel. 

Mr.  Schwengel.  First  I  would  like  to  say  this,  Mr.  Aliller:  I 
appreciate  having  you  here  before  us  and  having  the  benefit  of  your 
testimony,  and  I  wish  to  say  to  you  and  to  the  committee  that  I 
respect  your  organization  highly.  I  have  known  about  your  organiza¬ 
tion  and  its  activities  since  I  have  been  in  public  life,  which  dates 
back  to  the  time  when  I  was  a  member  of  the  Iowa  Legislature,  and  a 
member  of  the  roads  committee  there.  Not  always  did  I  agree  with 
the  suggestions  and  propositions  you  have  presented  to  the  legislature, 
nor  have  I  always  agreed  with  the  positions  you  have  taken  here  in 
the  Congress,  but  generally  speaking  I  am  glad  to  tell  you  that  I 
respect  your  organization  and  I  know  you  are  trying  to  do  a  con¬ 
scientious  job. 

Air.  Miller.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Schwengel.  I  think  this  is  a  fine  statement  you  have  made 
here  before  this  committee,  and  I  will  have  some  questions  later. 
But  first  on  this  question  of  increased  cost  that  may  relate  to  the 
investigation.  As  I  interpret  your  testimony  you  are  not  objecting 
to  the  investigations  we  are  carrying  on.  Is  that  right? 

Air.  Miller.  Not  at  all. 

Air.  Schwengel.  It  is  the  opinion  and  position  of  your  organization 
that  you  want  to  get  the  crooks  wherever  they  are,  and  you  want  to 
see  them  prosecuted. 

Air.  Miller.  We  certainly  do. 

Mr.  Schwengel.  To  the  limit  of  the  law  you  want  them  prose¬ 
cuted,  and  you  want  to  clear  the  air  because  this  is  in  the  public 
interest  and  certainly  in  the  interests  of  private  enterprise. 

Mr.  AIiller.  Yes,  sir. 


FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1962 


129 


Mr.  Schwengel.  But  you  are  objecting,  and  I  agree  with  you,  to 
unfair  publicity  that  lias  emanated  at  least  indirectly  from  this  com¬ 
mittee,  and  which  has  appeared  in  certain  magazines.  I  agree  with 
you  on  this  and  I  support  you.  I  also  think  we  ought  to  pay  tribute 
to  the  people  in  the  contracting  business  for  the  constructive  contri¬ 
butions  they  have  made.  You  have  in  many  instances  reduced  the 
cost  despite  the  rising  costs  of  material,  and  despite  inflation.  For 
this  we  should  salute  you  and  for  this  we  ought  to  applaud  you  and 
the  virtues  and  the  efforts  of  private  enterprise. 

In  your  testimony  you  made  reference  to  the  failures  and  I  wonder 
if  you  would  be  in  a  position  to  elaborate  briefly  on  the  causes  of 
casualties  among  highway  contractors. 

Mr.  Miller.  It  is  a  very  noticeable  cause.  Just  too  much  com¬ 
petition. 

Mr.  Schwengel.  Too  much  competition? 

Mr.  Miller.  Which  results  in  too  low  bidding  and,  therefore,  a 
contractor  cannot  remain  in  this  business,  which  requires  such  a 
terrific  outlay  of  capital  expenditures  for  a  competitive  spread. 

Mr.  Schwengel.  That  raises  a  good  point.  How  much  capital  do 
you  have  to  have  on  hand  and  how  much  investment  do  you  have  to 
have?  Let  us  take,  for  instance,  a  bid  on  a  $1  million  job. 

Mr.  Miller.  It  would  depend  somewhat  on  the  type  of  work.  If 
it  was  a  turnkey  job  that  required  all  factors  of  grades,  bridges  and 
paving,  which  most  of  them  are  now  like,  it  would  take  in  excess  of 
$2  million  worth  of  equipment,  plus  sufficient  finances  to  meet  your 
estimates  as  they  are  determined. 

Mr.  Schwengel.  So  unless  a  contractor  can  see  that  he  has  an 
opportunity  to  bid  in  the  future  and  stay  in  this  business,  it  certainly 
is  not  a  good  business  for  him  to  invest  in  for  one  job. 

Mr.  Miller.  No,  it  is  not. 

Mr.  Scherer.  What  is  the  greatest  risk  business  in  the  world? 

Mr.  Miller.  I  would  say  construction. 

Mr.  Schwengel.  That  is  all. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Are  there  more  failures  in  the  contracting  business 
than  in  any  other  business  outside  of  grocery  stores  or  restaurants? 

Mr.  Miller.  The  mortality  rate  is  extremely  high.  I  do  not  know 
if  I  can  compare  these. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Groceries  and  restaurants  I  think  have  the  highest 
number  of  failures. 

Mr.  Schwengel.  You  said  there  were  10,000  contractors  in  the 
United  States  who  build  highways.  Do  you  have  any  idea  of  how 
much  investment  they  represent? 

Mr.  Miller.  It  would  be  a  staggering  figure,  but  I  am  sorry,  I  do 
not  know  what  it  would  total.  There  are  all  sizes,  as  you  recognize, 
and  it  would  be  hard  to  say. 

Mr.  Schwengel.  Is  there  some  way  to  get  that  figure? 

Mr.  Miller.  Yes.  I  think  I  could. 

Mr.  Schwengel.  It  would  be  a  very  interesting  figure  for  us  to 
have  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Miller.  There  are  single  pieces  of  equipment  now  that  cost  in 
excess  of  $100,000  per  unit,  and  we  need  that  type  to  be  competitive. 

Mr.  Schwengel.  Almost  anyone  who  builds  and  bids  on  the 
Interstate  System  has  to  have  this  equipment. 

Mr.  Miller.  He  needs  to  have  it  to  be  competitive. 
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Mr.  Schwengel.  If  it  is  possible  to  get  that  figure  I  would  like  to 
have  it. 

Mr.  Miller.  We  will  get  that. 

Mr.  Schwengel.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Miller,  would  you  say  that  the  contracting  busi¬ 
ness  is  more  of  a  hazard  than  being  a  Member  of  Congress?  I  think 
we  have  more  casualties  every  2  years  than  you  do.  Mr.  McFall. 

Mr.  McFall.  You  did  not  touch  on  this  in  your  testimony,  Mr. 
Miller,  but  what  would  be  your  attitude  toward  the  provision  in  the 
bill  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  on  which  the  bill  provides 
some  $40  million?  Would  you  be  for  or  against  an  increase  in  that 
amount  of  money  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails,  or  do  you 
have  any  opinion  on  it? 

Mr.  Miller.  Well,  it  would  be  extremely  difficult  for  a  contractor 
ever  to  be  against  any  increase  in  a  market  provided  for  him,  so  I 
would  say  we  would  be  for  it. 

Mr.  McFall.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Are  there  any  other  questions?  Mr.  Miller,  let  me 
again,  on  behalf  of  the  committee,  thank  you  and  your  associates  for 
coming  down  here  this  morning  and  giving  us  the  benefit  of  the  long 
experience  and  knowledge  you  have  acquired  over  the  years  in  the 
construction  business. 

Mr.  Miller.  Thank  you  very  much. 

(The  following  was  furnished  for  insertion:) 


The  Associated  General  Contractors  of  America,  Inc., 

Washington,  D.C.,  April  24,  1962. 

Subject:  H.R.  11199. 

Hon.  George  H.  Fallon, 

Chairman,  Roads  Subcommittee  of  the  House  Public  Works  Committee,  Congress  of 
the  United  States,  House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Fallon:  Attached  is  the  supplemental  statement  of  this 
association  on  the  above  bill  which  we  will  greatly  appreciate  your  placing  in  the 
record  at  the  appropriate  place. 

Very  truly  yours, 

M.  Clare  Miller. 


Attachment. 


Statement  of  the  Associated  General  Contractors  of  America,  Inc.,  to 

Supplement  Testimony  Before  the  Roads  Subcommittee  of  the  House 

Public  Works  Committee  on  April  18,  1962 

This  supplemental  statement  comments  on  certain  provisions  of  H.R.  11199. 

SECTION  2(1) 

We  support  the  authorizations  for  the  A-B-C  system  for  the  fiscal  years  1964 
and  1965  as  proposed  in  H.R.  9725.  Our  members  are  unanimous  in  their  support 
of  this  provision. 

SECTION  2(2)  (3)  (4)  (5)  (6)  (7)  (8) 

We  support  these  authorizations,  provided  they  are  not  financed  by  the  highway 
trust  fund. 


SECTION  4 - ASSISTANCE  FOR  DISPLACED  FAMILIES  AND  BUSINESSES 

While  we  are  not  directly  affected  by  this  provision,  it  seems  to  us  to  be  a 
logical  solution  to  an  often  vexing  problem.  We  are,  however,  as  we  have  already 
testified,  opposed  to  the  use  of  trust  fund  money  for  any  purposes  other  than  the 
construction  of  highways  and  the  administrative  functions  of  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads. 

We  support  this  provision,  provided  its  expenses  are  not  borne  by  the  highway 
trust  fund. 
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Mr.  Fallon.  Our  next  witness  this  morning  is  the  Honorable  A1 
Ullman,  our  colleague  from  Oregon.  He  is  to  present  Mr.  Tollenaar 
and  Judges  Ogle  and  Rea  from  his  State. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  AL  ULLMAN,  A  MEMBER  OF  CONGRESS 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  OREGON 

Mr.  Ullman.  Chairman  Fallon  and  members  of  the  committee, 
I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  on  this  most 
important  legislation.  The  national  forests  play  a  key  role  in  the 
economy  of  my  district,  my  State,  and  indeed,  of  the  Pacific  North¬ 
west.  Access  roads  similarly  play  a  key  role  in  the  management  of 
our  national  forests — not  only  from  the  standpoint  of  timber  con¬ 
servation  and  sale,  but  from  the  standpoint  of  all  aspects  of  multiple- 
use  management  of  our  forest  resources. 

The  President  has  requested  an  increase  in  the  authorization  level 
for  forest  development  roads  and  trails.  I  am  extremely  pleased 
that  he  has  done  so,  as  it  is  a  request  which,  in  my  opinion,  is  overdue. 
In  frankness,  though,  I  do  not  believe  that  the  President’s  request 
calls  for  a  sufficient  increase  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  situation.  As 
you  know,  I  have  sponsored  a  measure,  H.R.  10619,  which  would 
provide  substantially  larger  increases  in  this  authorization  level  over 
the  next  3  fiscal  years.  I  am  before  you  to  urge  your  sympathetic 
consideration  of  the  levels  which  are  called  for  in  my  bill. 

The  administration  bill  would  provide  for  a  level  of  $50  million  in 
the  coming  fiscal  year,  rising  to  a  level  of  $70  million  in  fiscal  year 
1964  and  to  a  level  of  $85  million  in  fiscal  year  1965.  My  bill  would 
provide  for  a  level  of  $67.5  million  in  the  coming  fiscal  year,  $90 
million  in  fiscal  year  1964,  and  $120  million  in  fiscal  year  1965.  The 
larger  figures  called  for  in  my  bill  are  based  directly  on  the  needs 
indicated  by  the  Forest  Service  itself  and  submitted  to  the  Congress 
by  the  President  last  September  in  the  development  program  for  the 
national  forests.  This  program  forecasts  a  need  for  access  road  con¬ 
struction  amounting  to  $1.2  billion  over  the  next  10  years.  To  meet 
that  need  it  is  clear  that  annual  investment  in  development  roads 
will  have  to  rise  to  the  $120  million  goal  set  in  my  bill  and,  I  would 
add,  the  current  critical  situation  in  the  American  lumber  industry 
requires  that  it  do  so  as  soon  as  possible. 

Having  thus  stated  the  need  as  I  see  it  for  more  substantial  in¬ 
creases,  I  want  to  devote  the  remainder  of  my  brief  statement  to  the 
general  case  for  construction  of  access  roads  on  an  appropriated  basis 
rather  than  by  timber  purchasers.  The  factors  which  I  will  list  apply 
to  both  the  increases  called  for  by  the  President  and,  even  more 
strongly,  to  the  somewhat  larger  increases  which  I  am  urging. 

First,  I  want  to  stress  that  expenditures  on  forest  development  roads 
and  trails  represent  an  investment.  There  is  a  tendency  to  think  that 
if  timber  purchasers  are  required  to  build  access  roads,  the  Govern¬ 
ment  somehow  saves  money.  I  am  sure  that  you  gentlemen  are  aware 
that  this  is  a  fallacy.  When  the  timber  purchaser  is  required  to  build 
access  roads,  the  price  which  he  pays  for  the  timber  is  reduced  by  the 
cost  of  the  road  so  that  the  timber  revenues,  in  effect,  pay  for  the  road 
in  either  event.  Construction  of  forest  access  roads  by  the  Forest 
Service  itself  has  several  advantages  not  only  for  the  Government, 
but  also  for  the  timber  purchasers  and  for  other  users  of  the  national 
forest. 
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From  the  standpoint  of  the  Forest  Service,  their  construction  of 
access  roads  makes  possible  more  efficient  and  economical  manage¬ 
ment  of  our  timber  resources.  For  example,  the  location  and  type 
of  road  can  be  based  on  factors  other  than  just  the  liarvestable  tim¬ 
ber — it  can  be  based  on  recreation  potential,  fire  control  needs,  and 
long-range  sale  plans.  In  addition,  when  the  Forest  Service  builds 
the  access  roads,  more  prospective  timber  purchasers  are  in  a  position 
to  bid  on  a  sale,  including  the  smaller  loggers  and  mills  who  are  not 
in  a  position  to  construct  access  roads  as  a  part  of  timber  purchase 
contracts.  This  means  more  competitive  bidding  and  higher  returns 
to  the  public  from  the  sale  of  their  timber  resources.  Furthermore, 
it  seems  to  me  that  the  argument  can  be  made  that  the  Forest  Service 
can  build  its  own  roads  on  a  more  economical  cost-per-mile  basis, 
because  of  the  economies  of  scale  which  can  be  taken  advantage  of. 

From  the  standpoint  of  timber  purchasers  themselves,  there  are 
clear  advantages  to  be  gained  from  Forest  Service  construction  of 
development  roads.  Not  only  does  this  open  sales  to  many  bidders 
who  would  otherwise  not  be  in  a  position  to  participate,  as  I  have 
already  indicated,  it  also  eliminates  the  substantial  lag  between  bid 
and  harvest  that  is  involved  when  the  purchaser  must  construct 
access  roads  prior  to  harvesting  the  timber  bid  on.  This  factor  means 
that  the  timber  industry  does  not  have  to  bid  on  a  sale  on  the  basis 
of  this  year’s  lumber  market  and  then  sell  the  timber  on  next  year’s 
market — which  may  be  substantially  different — as  is  so  frequently 
the  case  when  considerable  access  road  construction  is  involved  in  a 
sale  contract. 

Finally,  as  I  have  previously  noted,  the  increasing  importance  of 
recreational  and  other  uses  of  our  national  forests  furnishes  another 
strong  argument  for  an  expanded  development  road  program  to  be 
carried  out  by  the  Forest  Service  itself.  When  access  roads  are  built 
by  timber  purchasers,  they  tend  to  be  related  primarily  to  the  timber 
harvesting  aspect  alone.  When  the  Forest  Service  plans  and  builds 
its  own  access  roads,  the  result  can  be  much  greater  development  of 
the  recreational  potential  of  the  forest. 

In  short,  our  forest  development  road  program  is  an  essential  and 
increasingly  important  part  of  multiple-use  forest  management.  The 
careful  projection  of  needs  made  bv  the  Forest  Service  last  year 
indicates  that  a  very  considerable  expansion  of  this  program  is  neces¬ 
sary.  The  increasingly  critical  situation  in  the  lumber  industry  adds 
to  the  urgency  of  the  situation.  1  urge  your  recommendation  to  the 
full  House  of  increases  in  the  authorization  level  on  the  order  of 
magnitude  of  those  I  have  called  for  in  my  H.R.  10619. 

I  am  pleased  that  the  National  Association  of  County  Officials 
has  expressed  its  strong  support  of  my  bill,  and  with  me  this  afternoon 
are  representatives  of  that  association  to  present  their  own  testimony 
on  this  legislation.  As  you  know,  the  counties  in  our  national  forest 
States  have  a  close  interest  and  contact  with  this  program  and  it  is 
my  privilege  to  introduce  to  your  committee  three  able  spokesmen 
for  county  government  from  my  own  State  of  Oregon:  Judge  Jim 
Ogle,  of  Lake  County,  Oreg.,  in  my  congressional  district,  is  the 
president  of  the  Association  of  Oregon  Counties,  and  Mr.  Kenneth 
Tollenaar  is  the  executive  secretary  of  that  association.  They  are 
accompanied  by  Judge  Lloyd  Rea,  of  Baker  County,  chairman  of  the 
association’s  public  lands  committee.  They  are  appearing  today  on 
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behali'  of  their  State  association,  and  of  the  National  Association  of 
County  Officials.  I  urge  your  careful  consideration  of  their  recom¬ 
mendations. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Tollenaar,  you  are  accompanied  by  Judge  C.  W. 
Ogle  and  Judge  Lloyd  Rea.  The  judges  are  sitting  in  the  wrong 
spot  here  this  morning.  Mr.  Tollenaar,  let  me,  on  behalf  of  the 
committee,  welcome  you  here,  and  you  may  proceed  just  as  you  like. 

STATEMENT  OF  KENNETH  C.  TOLLENAAR,  EXECUTIVE  SECRETARY, 

ACCOMPANIED  BY  JUDGE  C.  W.  OGLE,  PRESIDENT,  AND  JUDGE 

LLOYD  REA,  CHAIRMAN  OF  THE  PUBLIC  LANDS  COMMITTEE, 

ASSOCIATION  OF  OREGON  COUNTIES,  APPEARING  ON  BEHALF 

OF  THE  NATIONAL  ASSOCIATION  OF  COUNTY  OFFICIALS 

Mr.  Tollenaar.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Judge  Ogle,  on  my 
left,  is  the  president  of  the  Association  of  Oregon  Counties,  and  Judge 
Rea,  on  my  right,  is  the  chairman  of  our  public  lands  committee. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  my  name  is  Kenneth 
C.  Tollenaar.  I  am  executive  secretary  of  the  Association  of  Oregon 
Counties,  and  I  am  appearing  today  also  as  a  representative  of  the 
National  Association  of  County  Officials. 

The  National  Association  of  County  Officials  represents  elected 
county  officials  in  all  of  the  States  which  have  organized  county  gov¬ 
ernment.  Our  national  policy  statement,  the  American  county  plat¬ 
form,  contains  the  following  provision: 

8-6.  Forest  Access  Roads.  We  strongly  support  prompt  implementation  of 
the  program  objectives  outlined  in  the  long-range  program  for  the  national 
forests.  Federal  participation,  by  increased  appropriations  and  authorizations  in 
the  construction  of  forest  roads  should  be  immediately  accelerated,  with  road 
construction  by  timber  purchasers  being  directed  toward  only  those  roads  required 
for  flexibility  in  their  operations.  The  increased  construction  of  forest  access 
roads,  by  Federal  appropriation,  will  result  in  a  better,  more  permanent  road 
system  at  a  lower  cost,  more  opportunity  for  competitive  bidding  by  small  timber 
operators,  increased  access  for  forest  fire  protection,  recreation,  and  other  multiple 
uses,  and  increased  revenues  for  State  and  local  governments. 

At  this  time,  NACO  respectfully  recommends  that  the  level  of 
Federal  investment  in  national  forest  development  roads  and  trails  be 
established  at  the  levels  provided  in  Representative  Ullman’s  10619, 
and  Senator  Morse’s  S.  2936 — $67.5  million  for  fiscal  year  1963,  $90 
million  for  1964,  and  $120  million  for  1965. 

The  existing  authorization  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails 
for  1963,  as  provided  in  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1960,  is  $40 
million,  of  which  $2.5  million  was  obligated  in  1962.  In  addition, 
receipts  from  the  10-percent  fund  (under  the  act  of  Mar.  4,  1913) 
are  estimated  at  $11.3  million  for  1963,  and  it  is  estimated  that  the 
Government  will  in  effect  pay  another  $51.5  million  for  roads  and 
trails  during  1963  in  the  form  of  stumpage  price  reductions  for  pur¬ 
chasers  of  national  forest  timber  who  build  and  maintain  their  own 
roads.  In  other  words,  the  entire  forest  development  roads  and  trails 
program,  including  both  construction  and  maintenance,  would  come 
to  about  slightly  more  than  $100  million  in  fiscal  1963  without  any 
increase  in  the  authorization. 

The  increase  in  the  authorization  from  the  present  level  of  $40  to 
$67.5  million  in  fiscal  1963  is  needed  to  get  the  roads  and  trails  program 
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up  to  the  schedule  planned  in  the  development  program  for  the 
national  forests,  transmitted  to  Congress  by  President  Kennedy, 
September  21,  1961.  This  development  program  is  based  on  careful 
estimates  of  national  forest  use  requirements  for  both  a  short-range 
(10-year)  and  long-range  (40-year)  period.  For  example,  it  indicates 
that  the  number  of  recreation  visits  in  the  national  forests  will  roughly 
double  from  about  100  million  at  the  present  time  to  almost  200 
million  at  the  end  of  the  10-year  period,  and  that  the  national  economy 
will  require  a  timber  harvest  of  about  13  billion  feet  10  years  from  now, 
compared  with  11.2  billion  in  1961.  Other  increases  in  national 
forest  usage  for  such  purposes  as  grazing,  mining,  wildlife,  and  water¬ 
shed  development  are  forecast  in  the  development  program. 

Access  roads  are  the  key  to  all  national  forest  management  activi¬ 
ties.  Even  with  the  $10  million  increase  in  the  roads  and  trails 
authorization  for  fiscal  1963  provided  in  H.R.  11199,  the  roads  and 
trails  program  will  still  only  be  at  81.3  percent  of  the  planned  level. 
If  this  program  is  not  brought  up  to  schedule  this  year,  it  will  be 
increasingly  difficult  in  the  years  ahead  to  meet  the  needs  as  they 
develop. 

The  recommended  levels  of  $90  million  for  1964  and  $120  million 
for  1965  would  enable  the  Forest  Service  to  maintain  the  schedule 
required  by  the  development  program,  and  would  also  provide  for  a 
further  shift  in  the  method  of  financing  access  roads,  from  the  indirect 
method  of  reducing  timber  prices  to  compensate  timber  purchasers 
for  road  costs,  to  the  direct  method  of  financing  the  roads  from  appro¬ 
priated  funds,  and  including  their  cost  in  the  timber  price. 

Authorizations  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  have  been 
part  of  the  biennial  Federal  Highway  Act  for  several  years,  and  this 
program  has,  therefore  been  reviewed  by  your  committee  on  several 
past  occasions.  A  review  of  the  transcripts  of  your  past  yearings 
indicates  that  the  following  main  points  have  been  made  in  support 
of  increasing  the  authorization: 

(1)  Appropriations  for  timber  access  roads  do  not  represent  a  net 
cost  to  the  Government,  but  are  offset  by  timber  sale  receipts.  This 
is  automatic,  since  the  Forest  Service  appraisal  takes  into  consider¬ 
ation  the  cost  of  gaining  access  to  the  timber.  If  the  roads  for  a 
particular  sale  are  to  be  built  by  the  purchaser,  this  cost  is  subtracted 
from  the  price  of  stumpage.  If  the  Government  builds  the  road,  the 
road  cost  attributable  to  timber  access  is  included  in  the  stumpage 
price. 

(2)  When  the  Government  builds  the  roads  necessary  for  a  timber 
sale,  more  small  mills  and  loggers  find  it  possible  to  bid,  and  this  tends 
to  increase  the  amount  the  Government  would  otherwise  realize  from 
sale  of  the  timber.  The  large  capital  outlays  required  for  timber  sale 
roads  cannot  easily  be  met  by  small  operators.  When  the  Govern¬ 
ment  builds  the  roads  and  includes  the  cost  in  the  stumpage  price, 
payments  are  made  as  the  timber  is  actually  cut.  This  makes  it 
possible  for  small  operators  to  participate,  thus  increasing  competition 
for  national  forest  timber. 

Providing  more  opportunities  for  small  mills  and  loggers  to  bid  on 
national  forest  timber  is  extremely  important  at  the  present  time. 
U.S.  census  figures  show  that  the  number  of  firms  in  the  lumber  and 
wood  products  industries  in  the  United  States  declined  from  41,484 
in  1954  to  37,789  in  1958.  In  my  own  region,  for  the  same  period  of 
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time,  the  number  of  sawmills  and  planing  mills  declined  from  1 ,326  to 
721  in  Oregon  and  from  607  to  488  in  Washington.  The  number  of 
logging  camps  and  contractors  went  down  from  2,225  to  1,652  in  Ore¬ 
gon  and  from  1,119  to  1,026  in  Washington.  The  situation  is  of  more 
than  statistical  interest  in  our  area,  where  unemployment  and  idle 
plants  and  equipment  in  the  timber  industry  are  commonplace. 

(3)  Construction  of  forest  development  roads  and  trails  other  than 
those  essential  for  immediate  timber  sales  is  necessary  for  proper  forest 
management,  and  these  roads  can  only  be  financed  with  appropriated 
funds.  A  network  of  mainline  access  roads  in  the  national  forests  is 
needed  to  permit  thinning  of  young  stands,  harvesting  of  old  over¬ 
ripe  timber,  and  prevention  and  recovery  of  losses  from  insects,  dis¬ 
ease,  fire,  windfall,  and  similar  causes.  Vast  portions  of  the  national 
forests — in  our  region  about  60  percent  of  the  area,  containing  an 
estimated  100  billion  feet  of  timber — are  not  presently  accessible  for 
these  purposes.  Appropriations  for  access  roads  to  reach  these  areas 
may  not  be  recovered  as  immediately  and  directly  as  appropriations 
for  timber  sale  roads,  but  there  would  be  some  immediate  return  in 
sales  of  thinnings  and  salvage  timber,  and  in  the  long  run  these 
roads  will  certainty  more  than  pay  for  themselves. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  report  of  your  own  committee  on  the  Federal 
Highway  Act  of  1960  aptly  summarized  these  arguments  when  it 
stated  that — 

the  committee  has  been  persuaded  by  the  fact  that  every  cent  invested  in  timber 
access  roads  enhances  the  value  of  the  Federal  forests,  and  returns  in  full  the  in¬ 
vestment  made  by  the  Federal  Government. 

The  National  Association  of  County  Officials  believes  that  there  are 
several  additional  considerations  which  may  be  cited  in  support  of 
further  increasing  appropriations  for  forest  development  roads  and 
trails,  and  decreasing  the  participation  in  this  program  by  timber 
purchasers. 

First,  under  the  present  program  we  are  not  getting  the  kinds  of 
roads  necessary  to  reach  the  objectives  of  the  Multiple  Use-Sustained 
Yield  Act  of  June  12,  1960,  which  directs  that  the  national  forests  shall 
be  administered  for  outdoor  recreation,  range,  timber,  watershed,  and 
wildlife  and  fish  purposes.  A  timber  purchaser  can  only  be  required 
to  build  the  type  of  road  which  a  “prudent  operator”  would  find  neces¬ 
sary  to  remove  the  timber  from  a  particular  sale.  He  cannot  be 
forced  to  build  roads  in  such  locations  and  with  such  design  features 
that  they  will  serve  the  needs  of  recreationists  and  other  national  forest 
users. 

Meeting  recreation  needs  alone  in  the  national  forests  is  going  to 
require  a  substantial  increase  in  appropriations  for  forest  development 
roads  and  trails,  and  this  is  an  item  of  great  importance  to  each  of  the 
41  States  that  have  national  forests.  The  report  of  the  Outdoor 
Recreation  Resources  Review  Commission,  released  a  few  weeks  ago, 
clearly  outlines  the  need  to  develop  the  national  forests  for  intensive 
recreation  usage.  This  was  underscored  by  Secretary  Freeman’s 
announcement  March  30  of  a  plan  for  the  high  mountain  areas  of 
national  forests  of  the  Pacific  Northwest  region.  Planning  of  this 
type  for  recreation  in  all  national  forests  must  take  place  if  the  leisure 
time  requirements  of  our  expanding  population  are  to  be  met,  and 
access  roads  are  the  backbone  of  any  approach  to  this  problem. 
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Second,  there  is  no  real  economy  in  the  substandard  roads  and 
bridges  which  must  be  built  if  the  “prudent  operator”  concept  is 
adhered  to.  These  roads  have  wasted  millions  of  dollars  in  unneces¬ 
sarily  high  hauling  and  maintenance  costs  for  the  operators  themselves, 
and  in  reconstruction  and  replacement  costs  for  the  Government.  A 
recent  engineering  study  by  region  6  of  the  Forest  Service  analyzes 
the  effect  of  maintenance  and  hauling  costs  as  components  of  total 
annual  costs  per  mile  of  road  at  different  construction  standards,  and 
estimates  that  if  access  roads  in  region  6  could  be  built  to  planned 
standards  during  the  next  20  years,  savings  in  maintenance  and  haul¬ 
ing  costs  alone  would  amount  to  $329.5  million,  as  compared  with 
construction  costs  of  $282  million. 

Third,  in  all  but  a  very  small  proportion  of  timber  sales  requiring 
road  construction  by  the  purchaser,  the  road  work  is  done  by  the 
purchaser  on  “force  account”  and  there  is  not  opportunity  for  com¬ 
petitive  bidding  on  the  road  job  itself.  NACO  believes  that  these 
forest  development  roads  and  trails  would  be  built  better  and  cheaper 
if  professional  road  contractors  were  allowed  to  participate  in  the 
program.  I  believe  there  will  be  testimony  from  other  organizations 
on  this  point,  and  it  will  not  be  necessary  for  me  to  elaborate  on  this. 

Fourth,  we  in  local  government  are  acutely  aware  that  when  timber 
purchasers  build  timber  sale  roads,  25  percent  of  their  cost  is  borne 
by  the  county  and  school  district  governments.  The  cost  of  the  road 
is  deducted  from  stumpage,  which  reduces  the  gross  receipts  upon 
•which  the  25  percent  share  of  local  government  is  calculated. 

If  reliance  on  purchaser  construction  could  he  justified  on  the  basis 
of  other  measures  of  the  public  interest,  the  financial  impact  of  this 
procedure  on  local  government  eoidd  perhaps  be  ignored.  However, 
in  the  light  of  the  apparent  overriding  public  interest  in  having  the 
Government  assume  responsibility  and  control  for  its  own  national 
forest  road  system,  the  present  sacrifices  of  local  government  seem 
particularly  pointless. 

Mr.  Chairman,  our  testimony  may  be  epitomized  by  the  observa¬ 
tion  that  we  need  to  free  the  national  forest  roads  and  trails  program 
from  the  shackles  by  which  it  is  bound  to  the  progress  of  timber  sales. 
Much  of  the  proposed  program  will  be  directly  self-supporting,  while 
public  benefits  from  increased  recreation  opportunity  and  increased 
fire  and  pest  control  and  from  increasing  the  available  supply  of  timber 
fully  justify  any  remaining  costs. 

The  National  Association  of  County  Officials  has  prepared  a  back¬ 
ground  statement  that  goes  into  more  detail  on  this  proposal  than 
time  allows  for  our  testimony,  and  I  would  be  pleased  to  offer  it  for 
the  record. 

We  deeply  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  appear  and  express  our 
views. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Thank  you  very  much.  Did  you  want  to  make  a 
statement,  Judge  Ogle? 

Judge  Ogle.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Fallon.  We  will  be  happy  to  hear  you  at  this  time. 

Judge  Ogle.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  my 
name  is  C.  W.  Ogle,  county  judge  of  Lake  County,  and  a  resident  of 
Lakeview,  Oreg.  I,  too,  am  appearing  on  behalf  of  the  National 
Association  of  County  Officials,  but  in  particular  as  president  of  the 
Association  of  Oregon  Counties.  My  own  county,  of  which  I  have 


FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1962  137 

been  a  resident  since  1908,  is  a  heavily  timbered  area,  and  the  economy 
is  vitally  affected  by  the  marketing  of  these  products. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Would  you  pardon  me  for  just  a  second,  Judge.  You 
heard  the  bells  ring  just  now.  This  means  we  have  a  rollcall  on  the 
floor  of  the  House  and  all  the  Members  must  be  there.  We  will 
have  to  recess  now  to  enable  us  to  leave.  We  will  come  back  in 
about  10  or  15  minutes. 

(Whereupon,  a  recess  was  had.) 

Mr.  Fallon.  We  will  resume  the  hearing.  Judge  Ogle,  we  will  be 
very  happy  to  hear  from  you  further  at  this  time. 

Judge  Ogle.  My  experience  in  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management, 
and  as  an  elected  county  official  of  long  standing,  has  kept  me  con¬ 
versant  with  timber  problems  and  the  ups  and  downs  to  which  its 
economy  is  subjected.  In  the  interest  of  time,  however,  I  will  confine 
my  remarks  to  facts  affecting  my  own  section  of  the  State. 

I  do  not  believe  that  the  appraised  value  of  timber  per  se,  as  set  up 
by  the  Forest  Service,  is  the  dominant  criticism  of  millowners  in  our 
area.  Rather,  the  type  of  road  entry  required,  the  heavy  mainte¬ 
nance,  and  the  somewhat  roundabout  cruising  of  timber  (which 
incidentally  creates  additional  access  road  cost)  appears  to  injure 
operators  far  more  than  the  bid  price  for  the  timber  itself.  I  might 
add  at  this  time  that  there  does  not  seem  to  be  any  set  standard  for 
roads  which  applies  to  all  forests.  A  hundred  miles  to  the  west,  for 
instance,  road  requirements  are  much  lower  than  in  our  county,  and 
the  cleanup  provisions  are  less  stringent.  These  factors  appear  to  be 
left  to  the  discretion  of  the  supervisory  personnel  of  a  particular 
forest.  It  would  appear,  then,  that  here  is  a  place  where  we  should 
either  change  the  mode  of  operation,  or  set  up  standards  applicable 
to  all  bidders  regardless  of  the  forest  location.  Were  the  Forest 
Service  to  build  its  own  roads,  this  situation  would  be  cared  for 
automatically.  Further,  if  extra  roads  were  required  to  log  a  remote 
tract  or  a  spotty  cruise,  there  would  be  no  additional  drain  on  the 
bidder. 

This  problem  has  already  been  placed  before  Secretary  Freeman  by 
the  Lumberman’s  Association,  along  with  a  proposal  similar  to  the 
change  that  we  are  advocating,  but  at  this  date  I  have  heard  no 
comment  from  his  office. 

A  natural  consequence  of  the  building  of  roads  from  appropriated 
funds  would  be  a  more  accurate  cost  estimate  on  the  projected  roads 
needed  to  log  a  given  area.  In  the  past,  this  has  been,  quite  frequently, 
considerably  lower  than  the  final  actual  cost  to  a  successful  timber 
bidder.  I  think  that  another  result  would  be  a  much  closer  check  on 
the  location  of  block  sales  and,  of  necessity,  more  careful  timber 
cruising  of  a  given  area  in  order  to  get  the  most  timber  from  use  of  a 
particular  road,  or  roads.  It  would  appear  to  me  that  we  would 
acquire  a  better,  broader  coverage  of  access  to  both  logging  and 
recreational  areas,  since  more  planning  of  a  long-range  variety  would 
be  necessary  in  order  to  operate  on  a  Federal  road  budget.  Certainly, 
there  would  be  standardization  of  construction  and  practical  location 
study  if  nothing  else  was  gained. 

I  do  not  contend  that  everything  that  the  Forest  Service  is  doing 
in  this  respect  is  all  wrong;  neither  do  I  feel  that  they  are  always  right. 
I  do  say  that  there  is  much  room  for  improvement  in  many  aspects  of 
forest  operation,  and  that  this  is  one  of  the  best  places  to  start  such  a 
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progressive  program.  As  a  representative  of  my  county,  I  am  vitally 
concerned,  since  some  60  percent  of  our  income  is  from  this  source. 
In  the  past  few  years  I  have  seen  this  dwindle  from  a  $2,500,000  gross 
to  about  $1,850,000,  a  33-percent  drop.  Most  of  this  loss  is  not  to  be 
attributed  to  market  conditions,  but  rather  to  an  unrealistic  approach 
to  the  situation  in  local  economies.  This  begins  with  present  road 
demands. 

Again  I  would  urge  you,  on  behalf  of  the  people  whom  I  represent, 
to  give  your  utmost  consideration  to  this  proposed  change  in  the 
Forest  Service  procedure  on  roads.  I  believe  it  will  be  of  more  benefit 
to  areas  such  as  ours  than  any  other  stabilization  move  that  you 
coidd  make. 

1  would  like  to  thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  appear  before  you  to 
present  the  views  of  our  association,  and  my  county. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Thank  you,  Judge  Ogle.  Judge  Rea,  do  you  have 
a  statement? 

Judge  Rea.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Yes;  I  do. 

Mr.  Fallon.  We  will  be  happy  to  hear  from  you  at  this  time, 
Judge  Rea. 

Judge  Rea.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  my 
name  is  Lloyd  Rea  of  New  Bridge,  Oreg.  I  am  county  judge  of 
Baker  County,  Oreg.  I  am  past  president  of  the  Association  of  Oregon 
Counties  and  for  the  past  5  years  have  served  as  chairman  of  our 
public  lands  committee.  I  also  serve  as  a  director  of  the  National 
Association  of  County  Officials. 

Our  public  lands  committee  took  as  a  special  project  the  study  of 
the  forest  access  road  program.  This  study  lasted  for  approximately 
2  years.  We  discussed  this  situation  with  the  Forest  Service  people, 
timber  operators,  and  other  interested  citizens.  I  would  like  to  point 
out  to  the  committee  that  as  county  officials  we  are  only  interested 
in  what  is  best  for  the  general  public,  as  I  know  you  of  the  committee 
have  that  same  interest. 

First,  we  found  that  a  larger  percentage  of  roads  are  being  built  by 
timber  purchasers  than  by  the  Government  through  appropriations. 

Many  of  the  roads  are  not  constructed  to  a  high  enough  standard, 
and  will  no  doubt  have  to  be  rebuilt  with  tax  money.  Bridges  on 
many  of  these  roads  are  of  a  temporary  type,  put  in  for  the  timber 
sale  only.  Where  the  Forest  Service  has  been  able  to  use  appropriated 
money,  we  find  the  conditions  much  better. 

The  multiple  use  of  our  national  forest  demands  that  these  roads 
be  built  to  a  better  standard,  especially  the  main-stem  roads.  It  is 
clear  to  see  that  this  type  of  road  must  not  be  tied  to  a  timber  sale — 
using  this  method,  we  never  will  gain  entry  to  the  most  remote  areas. 

As  we  see  it,  the  Congress  has  the  opportunity  this  year  to  change 
this  policy  and  start  a  new  one  on  a  broader  concept  than  is  now  in 
effect.  Some  have  claimed  this  new  program  will  cost  the  Govern¬ 
ment  money.  Money  deducted  from  timber  is  cash  we  could  have 
in  the  Treasury.  It  will  some  day  cost  the  Government  millions  of 
dollars  to  go  back  and  rebuild  the  roads  that  are  not  adequately  built 
now.  Most  of  all,  it  seems  that  the  different  Government  depart¬ 
ments  need  to  do  some  planning  ahead. 

It  will  take  some  considerable  time  to  build  the  roads  that  are 
needed,  so  time  is  of  the  essence.  The  people  are  moving  faster  with 
their  desire  to  use  the  roads  for  multiple  use  than  we  are  in  providing 
them  for  their  use. 
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Timber  is  one  natural  resource  that  is  renewable.  We  should  not 
let  it  be  destroyed  by  disease  and  insects.  When  it  is  ready  to  cut, 
we  are  wasting  it,  if  we  fail  to  get  the  job  done  at  the  proper  time. 
A  tree  can  burn  within  a  few  minutes.  It  takes  as  much  as  150  years 
to  grow  a  tree  to  maturity  in  my  area.  We  have  instances  where  an 
area  has  been  logged  and  relogged;  yet,  large  portions  of  our  national 
forest  have  never  been  entered,  because  of  lack  of  funds  to  build  the 
necessary  roads. 

We  in  county  government  are  encouraged  by  the  interest  in  national 
forest  development,  realizing  any  increased  activity  will  help  our 
economy.  At  the  same  time,  this  will  increase  the  load  on  local 
government  and  schools.  The  roads  have  to  be  built  leading  to  the 
forest  boundary,  and  in  most  instances  these  are  county  roads. 
Many  roads  are  having  to  be  upgraded  to  carry  the  increased  traffic. 
The  schools  are  getting  overcrowded  in  many  areas. 

Many  of  these  roads  and  schools  are  financed  in  part  by  the  25  per¬ 
cent  we  get  from  the  sale  of  timber  on  the  national  forest.  When 
roads  are  financed  by  timber  sales,  it  therefore  reduces  the  amount 
we  get  to  help  run  local  government. 

Where  road  construction  is  made  a  condition  of  a  timber  sale,  the 
bidder  must  finance  some  of  the  roads  before  he  removes  the  timber. 
In  most  instances  the  small  mill  does  not  have  the  equipment  to  build 
the  road,  nor  the  necessary  resources  to  hire  the  job  done.  The 
number  of  small  mills  has  declined  in  the  last  few  years  and  we  think 
this  access  road  program  has  been  part  of  the  reason.  Although, 
we  know  that  other  causes  have  also  contributed. 

The  Federal  law  requires  forest  development  roads  that  cost  over 
$10,000  per  mile  to  be  let  for  bid  when  they  are  built  with  appro¬ 
priated  funds.  We  do  not  find  this  to  be  true  on  roads  that  are  built 
by  timber  purchasers. 

The  Forest  Service  has  estimated  that  they  will  eventually  need 
more  than  a  half  million  miles  of  development  roads.  A  third 
of  this  amount  has  already  been  built.  It  is  estimated  that  60 
percent  of  their  roads  are  now  being  built  by  timber  sales. 

For  good  business  management  these  roads  should  be  built  by 
competitive  bidding.  We  would  then  have  people  that  are  interested 
in  building  roads  for  a  living,  and  not  an  operator  that  is  in  the  lumber 
business  and  not  roadbuilding.  I  feel  sure  the  Government  would 
save  many  thousands  of  dollars  and  at  the  same  time  relieve  the 
operators  of  a  job  they  do  not  want. 

A  policy  on  the  main  stem  roads  being  built  with  appropriated  funds 
will  go  a  long  way  to  solve  the  problem. 

First,  it  will  insure  healthy  competition  for  the  timber. 

Second,  it  will  help  solve  the  problem  of  the  standard  of  the  roads. 

Third,  it  will  help  the  Forest  Service  plan  for  full  development. 

We  have  a  recent  experience  of  what  can  and  does  happen  to  a 
small  mill  operator  in  his  attempt  to  bid  on  Government  timber  and 
build  the  roads  necessary  to  obtain  the  bid.  Last  November  the 
Baker  Lumber  Mill  was  high  bidder  on  a  sale  of  approximately  15 
million  board  feet.  The  estimated  amount  for  roadbuilding  was 
$40,000.  The  Forest  Service  estimated  this  timber  to  be  worth 
approximately  $100,000.  The  bidder  was  required  to  build  the  road 
in  addition  to  buying  the  timber.  This  small  operator  could  not 
qualif}7  with  a  bonding  company  for  the  roadbuilding,  and  as  a  result 
lost  20  percent  of  his  bid  deposit. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  your  permission  to  place  in  the  record 
a  letter  I  received  from  Mr.  Early  J.  Chartrey,  of  the  Baker  Lumber 
Mills.  I  am  sure  it  will  explain  the  situation  for  your  committee. 
With  your  permission,  may  I  read  it  for  the  record? 

Mr.  Fallon.  You  may  proceed. 

Judge  Rea.  The  letter  reads  as  follows: 


Baker  Lumber  Mills,  Inc., 

Baker,  Oreg.,  April  12,  1962. 

Hon.  Lloyd  Rea, 

Chairman  of  Public  Lands  Committee, 

Association  of  Oregon  Counties, 

Baker,  Oreg. 

Dear  Judge  Rea:  It  is  my  understanding  that  your  committee  is  active  in 
an  attempt  to  bring  about  a  more  sound  and  workable  policy  in  regards  to  access 
roads  where  public  lands  are  concerned. 

As  an  owner  and  operator  of  a  small  lumber  manufacturing  plant  I  wish  to 
express  to  you  some  of  my  thoughts  concerning  this  problem. 

It  is  my  feeling  that  the  requirements  of  the  Forest  Service  on  roadbuilding 
where  forest  sales  of  timber  are  involved,  make  it  prohibitive  for  the  small  operator 
to  cope  with. 

Specifications  set  forth  for  roads  in  connection  with  the  logging  of  forest  sale 
tracts  are  far  in  excess  of  economical  requirements  for  a  practical  logging  program. 
If  the  Forest  Service  is  to  continue  with  a  policy  of  highway  building  first,  and  the 
sale  of  timber  as  a  secondary  consideration,  the  some  provision  should  be  made 
whereby  the  Forest  Service  would  provide  the  financing  for  such  road  construction 
instead  of  making  the  timber  purchaser  finance  the  roadbuilding  for  them. 

Last  November  our  firm  was  the  high  bidder  on  a  forest  tract  of  timber.  The 
estimated  cruise  was  just  over  15  million  board  feet.  The  estimated  roadbuilding 
on  this  tract  required  to  be  built  according  to  specifications  as  set  forth  by  the 
Forest  Service  for  the  logging  of  this  tract  was  $40,000. 

One  point  I  would  like  to  stress  here  is  that  in  no  case  will  the  Forest  Service 
guarantee  their  cruise  estimate  or  their  roadbuilding  estimate.  In  a  good  many 
cases  their  cruise  estimates  fall  far  short  and  roadbuilding  cannot  be  completed 
for  their  estimates. 

Some  provision  should  be  made  whereby  the  Forest  Service  would  stand 
behind  their  estimates  and  in  event  of  gross  discrepancies  between  estimate  and 
reality  some  adjustment  would  be  made. 

Because  of  the  trouble  many  small  operators  have  had  in  dealings  wfith  the 
Forest  Service,  the  bonding  companies  have  become  much  tougher  on  their 
requirements  for  posting  a  performance  bond.  We  were  not  able  to  secure  a 
bond  on  the  above-mentioned  sale  and  were  forced  to  forfeit  20  percent  of  our 
bid  deposit. 

It  is  my  sincere  hope  that  your  committee  will  be  successful  in  bringing  about 
some  long-needed  changes  in  this  program. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Earl  J.  Chartrey,  Manager. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  can  see  trouble  for  the  Forest  Service.  As  the 
small  operators  disappear  from  the  scene,  I  can  see  the  Forest  Service 
having  difficulty  in  maintaining  control  of  the  price  of  its  timber. 
We  can  see  the  start  of  this  trend  in  the  West  at  this  time.  There 
may  be  a  time  when  a  given  area  is  controlled  by  one  larger  company. 
When  that  happens  both  the  Federal  Treasury  and  the  local  road 
and  school  funds  will  suffer,  since  the  stumpage  price  for  Government 
timber  will  no  longer  be  controlled  by  the  Government. 

I  would  recommend  to  the  committee  that  President  Kennedy’s 
program  for  the  national  forest  be  implemented  by  increasing  the 
funds  for  access  roads  and  trails  for  the  fiscal  year  1963  from  $40 
million  to  $67.5  million.  Also,  that  authorizations  of  $90  million 
for  fiscal  year  1964  and  $120  million  for  1965,  be  enacted.  These 
amounts  should  be  included  in  the  1962  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  in 
order  to  get  the  multiple-use  roads  that  are  so  badly  needed.  Senator 
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Morse  has  introduced  Senate  bill  2936.  Congressman  Ullman  has 
introduced  House  bill  10619.  I  earnestly  request  your  support  for  the 
authorization  levels  in  these  bills. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  you  very  much  for  the  opportunity  of 
appearing  before  you. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Thank  you  gentlemen  for  coming  here.  I  guess  you 
were  here  yesterday  when  the  Assistant  Chief  of  the  Forest  Service 
testified? 

Mr.  Tollenaar.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Along  the  same  lines  that  you  have.  So  again  I  tell 
you  that  we  appreciate  your  coming  here  to  give  us  the  benefit  of 
your  knowledge  of  these  problems.  We  are  grateful  for  it.  Thank 
you  very  much. 

Mr.  Tollenaar.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Fallon.  The  committee  will  adjourn  to  sometime  after  the 
Easter  recess,  at  which  time  the  witnesses  that  are  to  appear  will  be 
notified. 

(Whereupon,  at  12:30  p.m.,  the  subcommittee  adjourned  subject 
to  call  of  the  Chair.) 
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TUESDAY,  MAY  1,  1962 

House  of  Representatives, 

Subcommittee  on  Roads  of  the 

Committee  on  Public  Works, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  recess,  at  10:15  a.m.,  in  room 
1302,  New  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  George  H.  Fallon,  chairman 
of  the  subcommittee,  presiding. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Ladies  and  gentlemen,  the  Subcommittee  on  Roads 
of  the  Public  Works  Committee  of  the  House  of  Representatives  is 
meeting  this  morning  for  the  continuation  of  hearings  on  H.R.  9725, 
H.R.  9848,  and  H.R.  11199,  to  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal 
years  1964  and  1965  for  the  construction  of  certain  highways. 

Our  first  witness  this  morning  is  the  Honorable  Clarence  D.  Martin, 
Jr.,  Under  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Mr.  Martin,  on  behalf  of  the  committee  I  welcome  you  here  this 
morning  and  tell  you  I  appreciate  your  coming  down  here  and  giving 
us  your  time. 

STATEMENT  OF  CLARENCE  D.  MARTIN,  JR.,  UNDER  SECRETARY 

FOR  TRANSPORTATION;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  REX  M.  WHITTON, 

ADMINISTRATOR,  BUREAU  OF  PUBLIC  ROADS,  DEPARTMENT 

OF  COMMERCE 

Mr.  Martin.  Thank  you,  Chairman  Fallon. 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  Public  Roads  Subcommittee,  I  have 
with  me  this  morning  Mr.  Whitton,  the  Administrator  of  the  Bureau 
-of  Public  Roads,  and  Mr.  Gridwell,  staff  assistant. 

Mr.  Fallon.  May  we  also  welcome  you  gentlemen,  along  with 
Mr.  Martin. 

Mr.  Martin.  I  am  Clarence  D.  Martin,  Jr.,  Under  Secretary  of 
Commerce  for  Transportation.  I  am  here  to  talk  with  you  about  the 
proposed  Highway  Act  of  1962. 

President  Kennedy,  on  April  5,  sent  to  the  Congress  his  special 
message  on  transportation.  In  that  message,  he  established  this 
policy: 

The  basic  objective  of  our  Nation’s  transportation  system  must  be  to  assure  the 
availability  of  the  fast,  safe,  and  economical  transportation  services  needed  in  a 
growing  and  changing  economy  to  move  people  and  goods,  without  waste  or 
discrimination,  in  response  to  private  and  public  demands  at  the  lowest  cost 
consistent  with  health,  convenience,  national  security,  and  other  broad  public 
objectives. 

The  Department  of  Commerce  was  proud  to  participate  in  the 
formulation  of  that  policy  and  President  Kennedy’s  message  on 
■transportation. 


143 


144 


FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1962 


We  believe  it  is  the  most  comprehensive  transportation  planning 
and  action  program  ever  proposed  by  a  President  to  the  Congress 
and  the  people. 

The  real  key  to  the  success  of  this  national  policy  and  its  ultimate 
benefit  to  the  public  can  be  realized  only  if  each  phase  is  considered 
in  the  same  spirit  of  cooperation  and  coordination  which  guided  the 
entire  message. 

One  of  the  reasons  our  national  transportation  system  is  burdened 
with  pressing  problems  is  the  patchwork  way  all  levels  of  government 
have  administered,  promoted,  and  regulated  the  various  modes  and 
facilities  over  a  long  period  of  years. 

As  a  result,  we  believe  the  members  of  the  subcommittee  will 
approach  their  present  task  with  the  determination  that  their  de¬ 
cisions  will  serve  not  only  one  phase  of  the  Federal-aid  highway 
program,  but  also  will  meet  other  broad  public  objectives. 

With  this  cooperative  and  coordinated  approach  in  mind,  I  would 
like  to  comment  upon  the  principal  provisions  of  the  legislation  you 
are  considering. 

Each  of  the  three  bills,  H.R.  9725  by  Mr.  Fallon,  H.R.  9848  by 
Mr.  Scherer,  and  H.R.  11199  by  Mr.  Buckley,  contain  authorization 
provisions  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  for  the  Federal-aid 
primary  and  secondary  highways  and  their  urban  extensions  (the 
A-B-C  program). 

All  three  bills  propose  an  authorization  level  of  $950  million  for 
1964,  a  $25  million  increase  over  the  1962  and  1963  authorizations. 
Mr.  Buckley,  who  introduced  his  bill  in  behalf  of  the  administration 
and  Mr.  Scherer  propose  maintaining  that  $950  million  level  for  fiscal 
year  1965.  Mr.  Fallon’s  bill  would  increase  it  to  $975  million  for  1965. 

President  Kennedy  last  year  committed  this  administration  to 
recommended  increases  in  the  A-B-C  program  until  a  level  of  $1  billion 
a  year  is  reached.  This  was  in  recognition  of  the  congressional  intent 
to  maintain  a  balance  between  the  interstate  and  A-B-C  programs. 
The  President,  however,  recommended  that  the  increases  be  in  incre¬ 
ments  of  $25  million  every  2  years.  This  continues  to  be  the  firm 
policy  of  the  administration.  The  Congress  recognized  the  wisdom 
of  this  policy  in  its  previous  A-B-C  authorizations  of  $925  milhon  for 
each  of  the  2  years,  1962  and  1963. 

I  would  like  to  comment  now  on  some  of  the  additional  provisions 
of  Mr.  Buckley’s  bill.  Mr.  Fallon’s  bill,  of  course,  was  introduced 
before  President  Kennedy’s  transportation  message  to  the  Congress 
and  before  the  administration’s  legislative  program  was  finally  es¬ 
tablished. 

In  addition  to  the  proposed  A-B-C  program  authorizations,  H.R. 
11199  also  proposes  increased  authorizations  for  forest  and  public 
land  development  roads  and  trails.  These  programs  are  administered 
by  departments  and  agencies  other  than  the  Commerce  Department. 

More  than  a  year  ago,  President  Kennedy  recommended  that  the 
Congress  adopt  a  method  of  assisting  families  and  businesses  forced 
to  move  because  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  program.  In  his  recent 
transportation  message,  the  President  said: 

The  need  for  such  assistance  to  alleviate  unnecessary  hardships  is  still  urgent. 

The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  estimates  that  about  15,000  families 
and  1,500  businesses  will  be  displaced  annually  in  the  next  6  to  8 
years  by  the  interstate  program.  The  estimated  total  cost  for  these 
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years  is  about  $50  million,  a  very  small  percentage  of  total  program 
costs. 

You  gentlemen  are  aware  that  the  principle  of  relocation  assistance 
is  firmly  established  in  the  urban  renewal  program.  In  addition,  the 
administration  is  proposing  similar  assistance  be  included  in  a  Federal- 
aid  program  to  help  cities  solve  their  mass  transportation  problems. 
This  legislation,  S.  3126,  presently  is  being  considered  by  the  Senate 
Banking  and  Currency  Committee.  The  proposed  program  resulted 
from  a  joint  study  conducted  by  the  Department  of  Commerce  and 
the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency.  In  a  letter  to  Secretary 
Hodges  commenting  on  the  study,  President  Kennedy  said : 

Many  thousands  of  our  citizens,  as  your  report  states,  must  unavoidably  sur¬ 
render  their  homes  and  places  of  business  to  make  way  for  public  transportation 
improvements.  We  should  not  expect  them  to  suffer  the  heavy  personal  cost  of 
such  public  benefits  without  due  recompense  and  assistance.  Where  public 
necessity  imposes  such  sacrifices,  it  should  be  accompanied  by  public  concern 
for  the  people  displaced. 

Under  the.  existing  law,  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  can  reimburse 
the  States  for  right-of-way  costs  including  land  and  improvements. 
We  believe  the  payment  of  relocation  assistance  is  a  logical  extension 
of  legitimate  and  equitable  right-of-way  costs. 

Payments  for  property  needed  for  highway  rights-of-way  go  to  the 
property  owners  who  usually  are  unwilling  sellers.  They  are  forced  to 
vacate  their  residential  or  business  property  at  their  own  expense.  A 
substantial  percentage  of  all  property  needed  for  rights-of-way  is 
occupied  by  families  or  businesses  which  rent  or  lease  their  quarters. 
These  families  and  businesses  also  are  forced  to  relocate,  but  they 
receive  no  payment  nor  assistance  for  this  publicly  required  disruption. 
This  is  not  only  a  human  problem,  but  a  business  and  economic 
problem  as  well. 

Many  industrial  and  commercial  organizations,  particularly  small 
businessmen,  do  not  own  the  property  in  which  their  commercial 
activity  is  operated.  Forced  relocation  without  recompense  is  a 
serious  financial  drain  and  may  pose  a  threat  to  their  ability  to  stay 
in  business. 

Seven  States,  including  the  home  State  of  the  chairman,  Mr. 
Fallon,  have  recognized  this  need  and  passed  State  statutes  requiring 
relocation  assistance.  In  fact,  in  the  case  of  Maryland,  the  maximum 
assistance  payments  in  most  categories  are  higher  than  those  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  administration. 

A  variety  of  other  circumstances  occur  in  11  other  States,  Puerto 
Rico,  and  the  District  of  Columbia  in  which  some  form  of  relocation 
assistance  is  or  may  be  paid. 

A  highway  project,  unlike  an  urban  renewal  project,  is  linear  in 
nature  rather  than  being  concentrated  in  a  compact  area.  As  a  re¬ 
sult,  highway  rights-of-way  frequently  cut  across  all  social  and  eco¬ 
nomic  levels  in  relation  to  residences.  The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
has  no  specific  figures  which  would  show  the  number  of  families  who 
would  require  relocation  assistance  in  the  sense  of  helping  them  find 
decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwellings  at  rents  or  prices  within  their 
financial  means.  It  is  estimated  by  the  Bureau  that  the  number 
would  be  relatively  small  and  generally  this  would  occur  within  the 
larger  cities.  The  legislation  permits  a  State  highway  department 
to  contract  with  a  local  public  agency  to  perform  this  function. 
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It  is  within  this  area  that  the  spirit  of  cooperation  and  coordination 
I  mentioned  earlier  can  be  meaningfully  demonstrated.  The  Housing 
and  Home  Finance  Agency  already  has  pledged  its  fullest  cooperation 
through  its  housing  and  urban  renewal  programs. 

The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  reports  to  me  that  there  presently  are 
numerous  instances  in  which  highway  projects  are  being  coordinated 
in  some  degree  with  urban  renewal  projects.  It  must  be  a  great  and 
trying  mystery  to  a  family  whose  residence  is  taken  for  a  highway 
project  to  receive  no  relocation  assistance  while  his  neighbor  whose 
home  is  taken  as  part  of  an  urban  renewal  project  is  extended  the 
helping  hand  of  his  Federal  Government. 

A  highway  project  is  not  an  isolated  Federal-aid  activity.  It  is 
closely  interrelated  with  the  whole  economic  and  social  fabric  of  our 
communities.  Equality  of  treatment  at  the  hands  of  the  Federal 
Government  demands  that  assistance  to  displaced  persons  and  families 
be  incorporated  in  the  Federal-aid  highway  program  now. 

President  Kennedy,  in  the  portion  of  his  transportation  message 
dealing  with  urban  problems,  said  this: 

To  conserve  and  enhance  values  in  existing  urban  areas  is  essential.  But  at 
least  as  important  are  steps  to  promote  economic  efficiency  and  livability  in  areas 
of  future  development.  Our  national  welfare,  therefore,  requires  the  provision  of 
good  urban  transportation,  with  the  properly  balanced  use  of  private  vehicles  and 
modern  mass  transport  to  help  shape  as  well  as  serve  urban  growth. 

It  is  to  answer  this  challenge  of  our  growing  urban  centers  and 
expanding  economy  that  the  administration  proposes  a  new  section 
providing  for  transportation  planning  in  metropolitan  areas. 

The  Department  of  Commerce,  like  the  subcommittee,  is  proud  of 
the  Federal -aid  highway  program  and  we  believe  this  proposed  re¬ 
vision  offers  the  opportunity  to  enhance  that  program’s  contribution 
to  all  aspects  of  metropolitan  development. 

Planning  already  is  a  well-established  process  in  most  metropolitan 
areas.  The  larger  the  urban  area,  the  higher  the  percentage  of  urban 
places  with  a  comprehensive  and  continuing  planning  process. 

In  medium-sized  and  smaller  urban  places,  the  percentage  with  a 
continuing  planning  process  falls  off  substantially.  Exact  figures  are 
difficult  to  produce  because  there  is  no  requirement  for  urban  places  to 
report  on  their  planning  functions.  The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
informs  me  that  it  frequently  has  occasion  to  deal  through  a  State 
highway  department  with  an  area  which  has  an  urban  plan  that  is 
out  of  date  by  several  years. 

Unfortunately,  planning  is  not  an  exact  science  and  is  subject  to 
human  concepts  of  social  desirabilities.  There  sometimes  is  the 
failure  to  recognize  that  the  flexibility  provided  by  automotive 
transportation  has  been  and  will  continue  to  be  one  of  the  biggest 
factors  in  influencing  the  economic  and  physical  growth  of  our  cities. 

We  have  found  that  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  the  State 
highway  departments  have  a  wealth  of  talent  and  experience  in 
metropolitan  transportation  planning. 

We  believe  that  it  is  necessary  to  contribute  this  talent  and  expe¬ 
rience  so  that  a  cooperative  and  coordinated  program  can  be  most 
beneficial  to  our  expanding  metropolitan  areas.  In  this  way,  we 
can  be  assured  that  the  full  benefits  of  an  already  proven  program  will 
be  considered  in  striving  for  balanced  transportation  systems  in  our 
cities. 
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Directly  related  to  the  need  for  improved  metropolitan  transporta¬ 
tion  planning  is  the  administration’s  recommended  provisions  for 
financing  Federal-aid  highway  planning  and  research  activities. 

As  you  know,  iy2  percent  of  apportionments  are  made  available  to 
the  States  for  planning  and  research  purposes.  There  is  no  require¬ 
ment,  however,  that  the  States  match  these  funds.  Moreover,  if  the 
State  does  not  wish  to  program  these  funds  for  planning  and  research 
projects,  the  State  may  utilize  them  for  Federal-aid  highway  con¬ 
struction  purposes.  We  believe  the  requirement  in  H.R.  11199  that 
the  States  match  the  1  ^-percent  funds  and  use  them  only  for  planning 
and  research  is  the  best  way  to  treat  all  States  equitably  and  still 
provide  the  financing  for  the  needed  increases  in  both  planning  and 
research.  The  administration  also  believes  an  additional  one-half  of 
1  percent  of  A-B-C  program  apportionments  with  State  matching 
requirements  should  be  used  exclusively  for  research.  Both  the  exist¬ 
ing  1  ^-percent  funds  and  the  additional  one-half  of  1  percent  money 
would  lapse  if  not  used. 

The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  reported  to  me  just  last  week  that  26 
States  and  the  District  of  Columbia  started  or  programed  planning 
and  research  projects  which  will  require  financing  in  addition  to  their 
1962  apportionment  of  1  ^-percent  funds.  Four  other  States  are  using 
all  of  their  1962  planning  and  research  apportionments  and  reportedly 
could  use  more. 

Yet,  we  find  that  in  1960,  11  States,  and  in  1961,  13  States  diverted 
planning  and  research  money  to  construction. 

A  year  ago,  the  General  Accounting  Office  reviewed  the  planning 
and  research  functions  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  program.  The 
Comptroller  General  reported  to  the  Congress  and  said  in  part: 

Certain  State  highway  departments  are  not  using  available  Federal  research 
funds  to  conduct  necessary  highway  research.  In  consideration  of  the  findings  of 
highway  research  authorities  as  to  the  urgent  need  for  more  extensive  highway 
research,  it  is  important  that  means  be  developed  for  obtaining  a  greater  research 
effort  by  the  States. 

The  Comptroller  General  also  reported: 

We  believe  that  all  States  have  a  responsibility  to  share  in  the  highway  research 
program  in  proportion  to  their  resources  and  requirements.  The  failure  of  some 
States  to  utilize  the  available  HPS  funds  for  research  indicates  that  those  States 
may  be  advancing  construction  at  the  expense  of  research.  Also,  to  the  extent 
that  such  research  benefits  all  States,  relative  disproportion  among  the  States  in 
the  use  of  HPS  funds  for  research  may  be  inequitable  to  those  States  that  have 
an  aggressive  research  program. 

The  provisions  of  H.R.  11199  pertaining  to  planning  and  research 
funds  very  largely  are  the  same  as  those  recommended  to  the  Congress 
by  the  Comptroller  General. 

Research  is  not  an  expense.  It  is  an  investment.  It  has  been 
demonstrated  time  after  time  that  the  benefits  of  research  in  both 
industry  and  Government  more  than  offset  costs.  The  results  some¬ 
times  are  spectacular,  not  only  in  financial  terms,  but  also  in  public 
benefits. 

It  is  for  these  stated  reasons  that  we  believe  the  provisions  of  H.R. 
11199  represent  the  minimum  requirements  needed  now  to  produce 
the  maximum  public  benefit  and  to  insure  that  the  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way  program  continues  to  maintain  its  logical  and  proper  place  in  the 
vast  national  transportation  network. 

Thank  you. 
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Mr.  Fallon.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Martin. 

Are  there  any  questions  to  my  right? 

Mr.  Thompson.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  congratulate  Mr. 
Martin  on  his  very  brief  and  most  concise  statement.  Over  the  years 
I  have  been  trying  to  see  in  our  program  that  we  have  the  type  of 
thing  recommended  here,  namely,  relocation  costs  for  people  in  urban 
areas.  There  is  a  human  element  here  and  this  should  be  taken  into 
account  in  our  considerations.  Your  point  is  well  taken. 

I  happened  to  be  with  the  Highway  Department  of  the  State  of 
Louisiana  in  the  thirties,  when  the  old  HWPS  was  in  being.  It  was 
the  first  alphabetical  organization  in  our  State.  It  was  called  the 
statewide  highway  planning  survey.  It  certainly  paid  for  itself  even 
back  in  those  days,  and  now  I  think  we  need  highway  research  funds 
even  more,  and  I  think  the  States  will  be  happy  to  match  it. 

I  want  to  congratulate  you  on  your  statement. 

Mr.  Martin.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Edmondson. 

Air.  Edmondson.  I  feel  the  same  way  the  gentleman  from  Louisiana 
does  about  relocation  assistance  to  families  that  are  feeling  the  impact 
of  our  road  program.  Certainly  I  want  to  commend  the  spokesman 
for  the  administration  for  standing  by  your  course  on  that  score,  and 
supporting  it  strongly. 

I  would  like  to  be  sure  in  my  own  mind  about  the  impact  of  the 
language  on  research  funds.  Do  I  understand  correctly  that  if  a 
State  has  allocated  funds  for  research  under  this  proposed  section 
and  uses  a  portion  of  the  research  funds  for  construction,  that  this 
would  affect  their  apportionment  of  funds  available  in  the  future? 
Is  that  correct  or  not? 

Air.  Martin.  They  would  have  to  use  the  money  for  research. 
They  could  not  then  use  it  for  construction  purposes.  If  they  did 
not  use  it  for  research  it  would  just  lapse  and  would  not  go  back  in  the 
fund. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  As  I  understood  this  term  “research,”  it  was  a 
fairly  broad  term  that  could  include  planning  and  engineering  items, 
as  well  as  what  would  be  termed  a  pure  research  undertaking.  Is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  AIartin.  Well,  in  the  planning  I  think  there  would  be  an 
overlap  there  and  it  would  not  have  to  be  pure  research.  It  could  be 
planning  and  engineering. 

Mr.  Whitton.  The  half  of  1  percent  we  are  asking  for  would  be  for 
research  only. 

Air.  Martin.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Whitton.  The  1%  percent  that  is  now  available,  or  now  in  the 
law,  is  for  planning  and  research,  and  can  go  either  way. 

Air.  AIartin.  The  additional  money  is  for  research. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  I  would  like  to  nail  down  just  for  my  own  under¬ 
standing,  as  well  as  for  the  record,  what  you  mean  by  research  in 
connection  with  this  one-half  of  1  percent.  The  term  which  is  in 
here  is  just  plain  highway  research  purposes.  Would  a  study  made  to 
determine  the  best  way  to  handle  a  river  crossing  problem  out  here 
on  the  Potomac,  for  example,  be  considered  research,  or  would  it  be 
considered  planning? 

Mr.  Martin.  I  should  think  if  it  was  a  study  in  the  area  you 
described  I  would  say  it  would  qualify  as  research. 
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Mr.  Edmondson.  Would  a  study  undertaken  to  figure  out  the  best 
way  to  get  ABC  traffic  through  a  heavy  residential  area  be  considered 
a  research  item,  or  would  it  be  considered  a  planning  and  engineering 
item? 

Mr.  Martin.  I  think  it  would  have  planning  to  it,  and  engineering 
to  it,  and  if  it  had  the  effect  you  just  described  to  study  a  new  method 
of  approach,  it  would  be  research.  There  is  an  overlap  here. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  I  am  trying  to  pin  down  for  my  own  information 
and  for  the  aid  of  the  highway  departments  back  in  the  States,  if 
possible,  just  what  can  legitimately  be  spent  as  a  research  item  under 
your  proposal  here  on  the  one-lialf  of  1  percent.  I  assume  that  any 
tests  that  were  undertaken  to  determine  the  relative  merits  of  materials 
being  used — - — - 

Mr.  Martin.  That  would  be  research. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  Would  be  classified  as  clearly  a  research  item? 

Mr.  Martin.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  If  a  stretch  of  road  were  constructed  with  some 
experimental  materials,  would  that  be  considered  a  legitimate  research 
expenditure  or  not? 

Mr.  Martin.  I  would  think  it  would  be.  I  would  think  any  valid 
experimental  work  that  was  done  in  the  area  of  testing  new  materials 
and  new  methods  for  handling  traffic,  and  anything  to  do  with  con¬ 
struction  that  would  serve  a  reasonable  and  valid  purpose,  would 
certainly  qualify  as  research.  I  am  sure  it  would  meet  with  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  approval. 

Mr.  Whitton.  The  new  job  we  just  completed  out  at  Ottawa  is  a 
research  project  involving  $2  million.  That  test  road  was  a  research 
project.  Many  States  now  have  those  kinds  of  smaller  projects  going 
on  that  are  research  projects.  Anything  we  do  to  find  new  or  better 
ways  to  build  or  maintain  roads,  or  design  roads,  can  be  classified  as 
research. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  That  helps  me  considerably  in  my  understanding 
of  this  question.  I  just  wanted  to  nail  down  pretty  firmly  the  pos¬ 
sibility  that  the  State  does  not  have  to  spend  this  research  money 
money  hiring  outside  physicists  or  mechanical  engineers,  or  scientists, 
to  do  strictly  laboratory-type  work.  It  can  be  spent  in  practical  con¬ 
struction  types  of  experiments. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Very  definitely. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  That  will  not  only  serve  a  study  purpose,  but 
also  leave  some  permanent  improvement  behind  them  when  they  do 
it.  That  is  clearly  your  view  on  this? 

Mr.  Martin.  And  the  projects  involved  in  the  expenditure  of  funds 
must  have  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads’  approval,  so  there  is  some 
approval  in  coordination  and  in  correlation  witli  what  they  are  doing, 
or  it  would  not  qualify  for  the  money. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  Let  me  present  this  picture  to  you:  Suppose  the 
State  of  Arkansas  and  the  State  of  Oklahoma  both  wanted  to  test  some 
new  materials  on  a  road  and  suppose  Arkansas  got  in  with  their  re¬ 
search  project  30  days  before  Oklahoma  submitted  theirs,  but  had  not 
started  the  actual  construction  of  it.  Would  the  fact  that  Arkansas 
had  a  project  of  this  type  going  prevent  Oklahoma  from  having  a 
similar  research  project  in  Oklahoma? 

Mr.  Martin.  I  would  not  think  so. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Not  if  there  was  a  variation  in  the  soil  conditions, 
which  there  naturally  would  be.  But  at  the  same  time  we  would  see 
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no  need  of  duplicating  completely  the  work  in  a  couple  of  States. 
That  is  the  advantage  of  having  the  Bureau  looking  at  and  approving 
the  whole  picture  so  as  to  coordinate  the  work  of  the  States  and  get 
as  much  in  the  way  of  results  for  the  money  spent  as  possible. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  In  other  words,  Mr.  Whitton,  and  I  am  very 
glad  to  hear  you  say  it,  there  is  a  real  advantage  to  the  State  and 
to  the  Federal  Government  to  have  some  central  direction  of  this 
research  program. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  And  some  clearinghouse  in  which  you  could  get 
together  what  is  being  done  in  the  different  States  in  a  research  way 
and  prevent  an  overlapping,  and  prevent  inconsistencies  in  that 
program. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Very  definitely  so.  We  are  now  tabulating  all  of 
the  research  projects  going  on  in  the  United  States  in  order  to  find 
out  what  is  going  on,  and  in  order  to  prevent  overlap  and  duplication 
where  not  necessary. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  I  certainly  am  in  wholehearted  agreement  with 
that  plan,  and  I  hope  in  time  we  can  bring  you  to  see  the  problem 
with  equal  wisdom,  and  have  it  in  our  training  program. 

Mr.  Thompson.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Edmondson.  Yes. 

Mr.  Thompson.  I  might  ask  the  Secretary  in  connection  with  the 
questions  being  asked  by  Mr.  Edmondson,  suppose  the  State  highway 
department  carries  on  a  regular  laboratory  operation.  Most  of  them, 
but  not  all,  do.  Then  let  us  say  a  special  project  were  undertaken 
on  testing  materials,  and  one  thing  and  another,  for  these  highways, 
with  their  regularly  employed  help.  Would  this  then  be  a  refundable 
item  to  their  regular  highway  fund?  Could  this  be  refunded  from 
this  research  fund  or  allocation? 

Mr.  Martin.  I  should  think  that  the  portion  of  the  work  they  are 
doing  that  is  directly  attributable  to  research  would  be  able  to  be 
refunded  out  of  the  research  moneys. 

Mr.  Whitton.  That  project  would  be  established  and  be  approved, 
and  then  the  work  done  in  the  laboratory,  or  the  portion  of  it  done  in 
the  laboratory  that  is  applicable  to  that  particular  project  could  be 
charged  to  the  research  fund. 

Mr.  Thompson.  Even  though  it  were  done  with  regular  personnel? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Oh,  sure.  Absolutely.  With  regular  personnel. 

Mr.  Thompson.  It  would  present  a  problem.  I  remember  in  some 
cases  where  they  had  to  go  and  hire  outside  laboratories  to  do  special 
work  in  order  to  obtain  payment  to  meet  the  costs,  and  I  can  see 
where  that  is  an  unsatisfactory  thing.  I  do  want  to  say  this:  In  the 
last  year  and  a  half  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  our  State  highway 
department  have  worked  closer  together  than  I  have  ever  seen  them 
work,  and  I  want  to  congratulate  you,  Mr.  Whitton,  on  that. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Scherer. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Mr.  Secretary,  you,  of  course,  are  aware  of  the  fact 
that  this  committee  has  recently  established  a  subcommittee  under 
the  chairmanship  of  Clifford  Davis,  with  a  highly  competent  staff, 
to  make  a  study  in  depth  of  what  reimbursements  should  be  made, 
and  what  damages  should  be  paid  by  the  Federal  Government  in  land 
takings  by  all  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government.  You  are  aware 
of  that,  are  you  not? 
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Mr.  Martin.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Do  you  not  think  it  would  be  advisable  to  wait 
until  that  subcommittee  has  completed  its  studies,  because  it  is  con¬ 
sidering  the  very  provisions  you  recommend  in  this  legislation; 
namely,  wbat  reimbursements,  if  any,  should  be  made  to  families  or 
businesses  that  must  be  relocated  because  of  the  acquisition  of  rights- 
of-way?  It  is  one  of  the  very  subjects  that  this  subcommittee  is 
studying,  along  with  land  takings  for  all  agencies  of  the  Government. 
Don’t  you  think  we  should  wait  until  that  subcommittee  has  bad  an 
opportunity  to  study  this? 

Mr.  Martin.  Mr.  Scherer,  I  think  the  committee  is  to  be  com¬ 
mended  for  undertaking  that  study.  Undoubtedly  it  is  encompassing 
a  whole  wide  area  of  land  acquisition,  but  the  problem  we  are  de¬ 
scribing  is  a  problem  we  have  now.  It  is  here,  and  the  people  are 
being  put  out,  and  we  do  have  other  Federal  programs  which  do 
render  assistance  to  them.  We  know  we  have  this  problem,  so  why 
not  do  something  about  it?  We  think  we  should  do  it. 

Mr.  Scherer.  You  are  aware  of  the  testimony  of  the  State  highway 
officials  that  this  problem  is  not  as  grevious  as  you  represent  it  to  be, 
and  that  they  are  doing  a  pretty  good  job  in  relocating  families  with 
very  little  inconvenience,  except  in  a  few  instances.  That  is  the 
testimony  before  this  committee  by  the  people  who  are  handling  this 
problem. 

Mr.  Martin.  Yes,  sir.  I  am  sure  that  the  problem  varies  from 
State  to  State  and  from  area  to  area,  but  we  are  aware  of  a  lot  of 
inconvenience  and  distress  on  the  part  of  a  lot  of  people  in  the  program. 

Mr.  Scherer.  There  is  evidence  that  that  is  not  universally  true. 
I  am  not  saying  it  does  not  exist  in  one  or  two  places  in  the  United 
States,  but  the  evidence  is  that  State  highway  officials,  as  long  as  they 
are  given  enough  leadtime,  have  been  able  to  handle  this  relocation 
problem  rather  successfully. 

Mr.  Martin.  Everybody  we  have  talked  with — I  won’t  say  every¬ 
body,  but  it  has  been  brought  to  our  attention  by  many  responsible 
officials,  both  at  the  State  and  local  level,  that  it  very  definitely  is  a 
problem  and  they  wish  the  Federal  Government  would  do  something 
about  it. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Scherer.  Yes;  on  that  subject. 

Mr.  Fallon.  On  this  subject,  Mr.  Secretary,  in  your  statement 
you  say  that  the  State  of  Maryland’s  maximum  assistance  payments 
in  most  categories  are  higher  than  those  proposed  by  the  administra¬ 
tion.  I  do  not  know  whether  that  is  complimentary  or  not,  but  I  do 
think  that  the  special  subcommittee  set  up  by  this  committee  should 
look  into  these  areas  where  apparently  the  State  of  Maryland  is 
paying  too  much  as  compared  to  the  recommendations  of  the  admin¬ 
istration.  I  think  the  subcommittee  should  look  into  that  phase. 

Mr.  Martin.  I  certainly  do  not  think  that  the  suggested  recom¬ 
mendation  of  the  administration,  which  is  up  to  $200  per  family  and 
up  to  $3,000  in  the  case  of  a  business — - — - 

Mr.  Fallon.  The  fact  that  it  is  higher  than  the  administration’s 
recommendation  I  think  is  something  for  the  special  subcommittee  to 
look  into. 

Mr.  Scherer.  The  payments  would  come  from  the  trust  fund, 
would  they  not? 
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Mr.  Martin.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Scherer.  And  to  the  extent  that  these  payments  are  made 
from  the  trust  fund  we  would  be  able  to  build  less  road  mileage.  Is 
that  true? 

Mr.  Martin.  I  think  that  is  understandable,  Mr.  Scherer,  that 
some  construction  people  and  highway  people  who  are  short  of  money 
to  go  ahead  with  their  program  are  suspicious  that  there  might  be  a 
diversion  of  dollars  to  go  into  this  program,  and  I  think  that  is  the 
principal  opposition  to  this. 

Mr.  Scherer.  You  are  aware  of  the  many  months  of  labor  that 
have  been  put  in  by  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee,  and  to  some 
extent  by  this  committee,  in  getting  a  trust  fund  that  would  meet 
the  demands  of  highway  construction? 

Mr.  Martin.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Scherer.  And  we  have  just  about  settled  that  problem  now, 
haven’t  we?  We  are  looking  forward  to  possibly  completing  this 
Interstate  System  on  schedule. 

Mr.  Martin.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Scherer.  At  present  construction  levels. 

Mr.  Martin.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Don’t  you  think  that  making  these  new  demands 
on  the  trust  fund  and  requiring  these  additional  costs  to  be  paid  from 
the  trust  fund  might  upset  that  time  schedule? 

Mr.  Martin.  No,  sir.  I  well  recall  the  estimates  and  “guesstimates” 
on  the  revenues  that  would  be  paid  into  the  fund  under  various  tax 
schedules.  We  could  be  a  little  under  or  a  little  bit  over,  but  when 
you  measure  a  program  that  costs  in  the  neighborhood  of  $2  billion 
a  j^ear,  and,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  this  program  could  cost  $40  million, 
or  $60  million,  or  $30  million,  then  I  don’t  think  it  would  have  any 
significant  diminishing  effect  on  the  completion  of  the  overall  program. 

Mr.  Scherer.  But  if  we  do  have  further  inflation,  as  it  seems 
there  will  be,  then  we  would  have  to  increase  the  revenues  in  the 
trust  fund,  would  we  not,  even  to  complete  the  highway  program? 

Mr.  Martin.  I  think  we  want  to  complete  the  program  on  time 
and  we  want  the  revenues  there  to  build  it.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Scherer.  But  just  a  little  increase  in  construction  costs  and 
land  acquisition  costs  would  mean  we  would  have  to  go  back  and  ask 
those  who  are  paying  for  this  program  for  additional  taxes  to  complete 
it,  would  we  not? 

Mr.  Martin.  Not  necessarily.  I  don’t  think  you  can  calculate  it 
that  close.  I  do  not  think  this  program  is  going  to  cost  that  much. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Well,  our  whole  experience  has  been  that  we  have 
not  had  a  sufficient  amount  of  money  to  keep  up  with  the  increased 
costs  of  this  program.  Hasn’t  that  been  the  experience? 

Mr.  Martin.  I  am  under  the  impression  that  construction  costs 
have  been  relatively  stable  in  the  last  few  years. 

Mr.  Whitton.  In  the  last,  2  to  3  years.  Yes. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Yes;  they  have.  Construction  costs  have,  but  land 
acquisition  costs  have  been  going  up,  have  they  not? 

Mr.  Martin.  They  probably  have. 

Mr.  Scherer.  And  if  we  have  any  type  of  inflation,  especially  with 
this  unconscionable  expending  of  Federal  funds  we  have  been  engaged 
in,  we  are  going  to  have  further  inflation,  are  we  not? 

Mr.  Martin.  I  don’t  know  what  you  are  referring  to,  Mr.  Scherer, 
but  I  wouldn’t  say  this  was  at  all  inflationary. 
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Mr.  Scherer.  I  don’t  say  this  is  inflationary,  but  what  I  am 
saying  is - 

Mr.  Martin.  We  already  pay  out  funds  to  relocate  light  poles  and 
utility  lines.  It  seems  to  me  it  is  ridiculous  to  say  we  cannot  be 
concerned  with  the  relocation  of  some  people. 

Mr.  Scherer.  I  am  not  saying  we  should  not  be  concerned  with  it, 
but  what  I  am  trying  to  point  out  is,  that  this  committee  has  under¬ 
taken  a  study  in  depth  of  this  very  problem  of  trying  to  arrive  at  a 
fair  and  equitable  solution  in  dealing  with  all  people  who  are  involved 
in  land  takings  by  all  agencies  of  the  Federal  Government. 

Mr.  Martin.  I  would  say  this  was  very  minimal. 

Mr.  Scherer.  At  the  beginning  it  is  minimal.  It  is  like  all  pro¬ 
grams — they  grow  like  Topsy. 

Mr.  Martin.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  Will  the  gentleman  yield  for  a  question  with 
regard  to  the  study  that  he  has  been  talking  about?  Was  any  study 
made  of  the  impact  of  the  utility  relocation  costs  before  that  was 
written  into  the  bill,  that  you  are  aware  of? 

Mr.  Martin.  I  can’t  answer  that. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  Before  we  provided  authority  in  the  bill  to  pay 
the  costs  of  relocation  of  utilities? 

Mr.  Martin.  I  would  assume  you  had  some  basis  to  go  on.  I  am 
not  aware  of  that. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  There  was  no  special  study  of  the  probable  or 
expected  costs  that  took  place,  to  my  knowledge.  If  the  gentleman 
knows  of  any,  I  would  like  to  know  of  it. 

Mr.  Scherer.  I  don’t  know  of  any  special  study  either,  but  the 
fact  is  that  we  are  making  such  a  study  of  the  problem  at  hand  at  this 
time  by  this  committee  under  Mr.  Davis. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  It  is  a  study  aimed  at  the  overall  picture  of  land- 
taking  and  condemnation  procedures. 

Mr.  Scherer.  And  proper  reimbursement  for  such  costs  are  these, 
and  what  constitutes  proper  damages  to  be  paid  by  the  Federal 
Government. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  I  would  say  if  we  are  going  to  suspend  all  land- 
taking  while  this  goes  on  we  might  as  well  stop  all  Federal  programs 
at  this  time. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Who  says  we  should  stop  all  landtakings? 

Mr.  Edmondson.  I  see  no  reason  for  stopping  legislating  on  the 
matter  of  helping  people  by  paying  relocation  costs  simply  because  a 
study  is  going  on  covering  the  overall  aspects  of  landtaking. 

Mr.  Scherer.  It  is  obvious  that  the  study  might  conclude  that  this 
is  not  the  best  way  to  handle  it.  Especially  when  compared  to  land- 
takings  by  other  agencies  and  involving  other  activities  of  the  Federal 
Government. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  Maybe  we  ought  to  stop  payments  to  the  utilities 
if  we  are  studying  it  then.  If  you  are  going  to  put  the  shoe  on  one 
foot  you  might  as  well  put  it  on  the  other.  Why  not  stop  making 
payments  of  any  kind  until  we  complete  the  study? 

Mr.  Cramer.  As  I  recall  it,  there  was  an  extensive  study  made  in 
1955  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  on  relocation  costs  to  utilities, 
and  it  was  based  on  the  fact  that  legislation  was  considered.  There 
has  been  no  similar  study  made  with  regard  to  relocation  costs  in 
this  much  greater  and  larger  cost  area,  comparable  to  the  one  made 
in  the  case  of  the  utility  relocations.  Isn’t  that  correct? 
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Mr.  Edmondson.  The  gentleman’s  recollection  is  certainly  beyond 
that  of  any  member  of  our  staff,  or  of  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma, 
with  regard  to  a  study,  an  exhaustive  study,  directed  at  the  relocation 
of  private  utilities. 

Mr.  Cramer.  That  is  correct.  In  1955  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
made  such  a  study. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  That  is  not  a  congressional  committee  study, 
which  is  what  the  gentleman  is  proposing  that  we  have  in  advance  of 
crossing  this  other  bridge. 

Mr.  Scherer.  No,  I  am  talking  about  something  which  is  in 
existence  now,  a  subcommittee  created  by  this  committee.  It  is  an 
existing  subcommittee  now  making  the  study.  Do  you  want  to 
upset  that  study  by  jumping  the  gun? 

Mr.  Edmondson.  As  a  member  of  the  subcommittee  making  that 
study,  I  would  certainly  like  to  see  it  completed,  but  maybe  the 
gentleman  would  like  the  Government  to  stop  all  land  dealings  until 
that  subcommittee  completes  it. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Baldwin. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  On  page  5  of  H.R.  11199,  where  it  defines  “reloca¬ 
tion  costs  for  displaced  families  and  businesses,”  on  line  10  of  that 
page,  it  says: 

or  $3,000  (or  if  greater,  the  total  certified  actual  moving  expenses)  in  the  case  of 
a  business  concern  or  nonprofit  organization. 

I  am  having  difficulty  in  figuring  out  what  the  purpose  of  the  $3,000 
is.  How,  in  any  way,  the  way  this  is  worded,  will  the  $3,000  figure 
add  or  detract  to  the  impact  of  this  bill? 

Mr.  Martin.  The  words  in  parentheses,  “or  if  greater,  the  total 
certified  actual  moving  expenses,”  would  refer  to  a  situation  where 
a  substantial  larger  business  would  move — $3,000  is  the  normal 
maximum  figure. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Suppose  a  small  business  moved  and  it  certified  its 
moving  expenses  where  only  $2,000.  Would  you  pay  them  $3,000? 

Mr.  Martin.  That  is  all  that  would  be  paid. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  What? 

Mr.  Martin.  $2,000. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Then  what  does  the  $3,000  do  in  this  bill? 

Mr.  Martin.  I  think  it  is  a  maximum  figure.  Mr.  Whitton  says 
this  was  copied  exactly  out  of  the  HHFA  bill. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  The  what? 

Mr.  Martin.  The  urban  renewal. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  That  does  not  mean  anything. 

Mr.  Martin.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  I  would  like  to  ask  what  does  this  $3,000  add  that 
would  not  be  provided  for  in  this  bill  if  the  $3,000  were  not  in  there 
and  if  only  the  provision  of  the  total  certified  actual  moving  expenses 
were  in  there? 

Mr.  Edmondson.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Baldwin.  No.  I  want  him  to  answer  that  question. 

Mr.  Martin.  The  question  is  valid  and  I  'would  like  to  supply  the 
answer  for  the  clarification  of  the  committee  on  that.  I  am  a  little 
bit  puzzled  myself. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  I  would  appreciate  a  clarification.  I  don’t  think 
the  $3,000  has  any  meaning. 
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Mr.  Martin.  I  see  the  point  you  make.  I  would  interpret  the 
$3,000  as  the  normal  maximum,  but,  as  you  say,  if  it  were  $2,000  what 
is  the  $3,000  doing  there? 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Could  you  provide  us  with  a  clarification  for  the 
record? 

Mr.  Martin.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Thank  you. 

I  will  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  No  questions. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Cramer. 

Mr.  Cramer.  I  am  sorry  I  did  not  get  in  earlier,  Mr.  Chairman, 
but  I  have  read  your  statement,  Mr.  Martin. 

How  did  you  come  to  the  estimate  of  $50  million  as  the  cost  of  this? 
You  say  it  would  come  to  about  $50  million  for  the  relocation.  Where 
did  those  figures  come  from? 

Mr.  Martin.  From  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads.  That  was  the 
best  estimate. 

Mr.  Cramer.  How  did  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  come  to  that 
figure? 

Mr.  Whitton.  We  based  that  on  our  previous  experience  in  urban 
areas  of  a  number  of  houses  that  we  would  ordinarily  hit  on  a  mile  of 
road  and  a  number  of  businesses.  It  is  a  rough  estimate. 

Mr.  Cramer.  Some  States  under  their  laws  pay  relocation  and 
others  don’t.  Isn’t  that  right? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes.  A  few  States  do. 

Mr.  Cramer.  How  could  you  estimate  what  the  costs  were  through¬ 
out  the  country  when  your  experience  is  based  on  what  some  States 
do  and  some  States  don’t? 

Mr.  Whitton.  We  used  urban  renewal  figures  on  it. 

Mr.  Cramer.  You  estimate  there  would  be  about  15,000  families. 
Has  there  been  any  survey  submitted  on  the  part  of  the  States  within 
the  urban  area  or  otherwise,  as  to  how  many  houses  will  be  involved 
in  completing  the  Interstate  System? 

Mr.  Whitton.  We  just  used  our  estimate  as  to  what  has  gone  before, 
to  estimate  what  would  be  in  the  future. 

Mr.  Cramer.  Don’t  you  think  the  logical  approach  would  be  for 
the  Congress  to  know  what  the  costs  will  be?  I  personally  feel  the 
cost  will  be  very  substantially  in  excess  of  this  $50  million  estimate  as 
related  to  the  total  cost  of  the  program.  I  feel  the  relocation  costs 
will  be  substantially  greater  than  that  estimated  here.  That  is  what 
disturbs  me.  I  would  like  for  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  to  request 
the  information  from  the  States  as  to  what  the  relocation  costs  would 
be  and  whether  the  States  under  their  present  condemnation  laws 
pay  it  or  do  not  pay  it,  and  what  the  costs  would  be  if  it  were  paid, 
estimating  by  the  States  the  number  of  houses  and  businesses  that 
would  be  involved  in  relocations  on  the  Interstate  System. 

Wouldn’t  that  be  about  the  only  approach  that  could  be  made  to 
get  a  sound  estimate? 

Mr.  Whitton.  No,  sir;  I  doubt  that  it  would  be  a  more  accurate 
estimate  than  we  have  prepared.  We  have  prepared  what  I  think 
would  be  a  reasonable  estimate  of  what  it  would  cost,  Mr.  Cramer. 

Mr.  Cramer.  What  is  the  percentage  cost,  Federal  and  State? 
Is  it  90-10  in  this,  as  on  the  rest? 

Mr.  Whitton.  On  the  interstate  it  would  be.  Yes. 
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Mr.  Cramer.  The  $50  million  estimate  does  not  include  the  A- 
B-C  system  costs,  does  it?  Your  statement  says  that  the  estimated 
cost  on  the  Interstate  System  for  relocation  would  be  about  $50 
million. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes. 

Mr.  Cramer.  Is  there  any  estimate  made  as  to  the  cost  on  the 
A-B-C  system?  The  proposed  legislation  provides - 

Mr.  Whitton.  Of  course,  the  A-B-C  system  does  not  run  nearly 
as  great  a  mileage  as  the  Interstate  System  in  urban  areas. 

Mr.  Cramer.  But  it  is  obviously  going  to  cost  some  money.  It  is 
included  in  the  legislation  that  we  pay  for  A  B  C  as  well  as  Interstate 
System  relocation  reimbursements. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes. 

Mr.  Scherer.  And  those  families  are  hurt  just  as  bad. 

Mr.  Cramer.  They  may  be  worse  off. 

Mr.  Scherer.  If  we  are  going  to  try  for  one  we  should  try  for  all. 

Mr.  Cramer.  It  is  obvious  the  legislation  includes  them  both. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Surely. 

Mr.  Cramer.  And,  therefore,  I  cannot  understand  why  the  cost 
of  both  is  not  included. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Would  you  ask  them  to  include  the  States  contri¬ 
bution,  too? 

Mr.  Cramer.  Would  the  gentleman  answer  that  question? 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  didn’t  hear  it. 

Mr.  Cramer.  Does  the  $50  million  include  the  Federal  cost  or  the 
State  cost  as  well? 

Mr.  Whitton.  That  is  Federal  cost,  I  think. 

Mr.  Cramer.  So  if  that  figure  is  correct  you  will  add  10  percent 
for  the  State  cost? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Yes. 

Mr.  Cramer.  And  on  the  A-B-C  system  you  have  to  add  50 
percent  for  the  State  cost. 

Mr.  Whitton.  It  would  not  be  50  percent  of  $50  million,  but  50 
percent  of  whatever  it  was. 

Mr.  Cramer.  Let  us  assume  it  was  half  that  much. 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  don’t  want  to  assume  that.  I  don’t  think  it 
would  be. 

Mr.  Cramer.  What  would  you  estimate  it  would  be? 

Mr.  Whitton.  Oh,  possibly  $20  million. 

Mr.  Cramer.  All  right.  So  the  Federal  Government  would  have 
to  put  up  another  $20  million,  which  brings  the  total  to  $70  million, 
and  using  the  rough  estimate  basis  that  was  used,  you  add  to  that  for 
the  $20  million  an  equal  amount  of  $20  million  for  the  States,  and  that 
brings  it  up  to  $90  million,  and  you  add  $5  million  more,  which  is  10 
percent  of  the  $50  million,  which  makes  $95  million.  So  it  is  almost  a 
$100  million  additional  expenditure  program,  is  it  not?  Isn’t  that  a 
reasonable  estimate? 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  think  those  figures  are  high. 

Mr.  Cramer.  If  you  don’t  like  my  figures,  I  wish  you  would  provide 
me  with  others.  That  is  what  I  am  trying  to  get — a  reasonable 
estimate  of  the  figures.  I  am  trying  to  evaluate  it  based  on  the  infor¬ 
mation  that  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  is  making  available,  and  the 
Department  of  Commerce  is  making  available.  If  you  have  a  better 
estimate,  I  would  like  to  have  it. 
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Isn’t  $100  million  as  reasonable  an  estimate  as  can  be  made? 

Mr.  Whitton.  $50  million  on  the  Interstate  System  is  our  estimate 
of  that  moving.  I  suggest  that  $20  million  would  be  perhaps  a 
reasonable  estimate  on  the  ABC.  I  would  not  vouch  for  $20  million. 
It  might  be  $10  million  or  $15  million. 

Mr.  Cramer.  It  might  be  $30  million. 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  don’t  think  it  would  be  that  high.  Certainly 
$20  million  is  the  top.  I  would  rather  shoot  at  $15  million. 

Mr.  Cramer.  Let  us  take  $15  million.  So  you  have  $50  million 
for  the  Interstate  System,  plus  $5  million  for  the  State  and  local 
contribution  of  their  10  percent,  which  makes  it  $55  million. 

Mr.  Whitton.  Wait  a  minute.  The  $15  million  I  think  would  be 
the  total  costs,  and  half  of  it  would  be  Federal  and  half  State. 

Mr.  Cramer.  Just  a  minute.  You  do  not  mean  to  say  that  you 
think  the  total  cost  of  relocation  on  the  A-B-C  system  would  be 
$7}i  million? 

Mr.  Whitton.  No.  The  total  cost  would  be  $15  million. 

Mr.  Cramer.  For  Federal? 

Mr.  Whitton.  No;  $15  million  total  just  the  same  as  $50  million 
or  $55  million  is  the  total  on  the  Interstate  System. 

Mr.  Cramer.  You  say  you  think  that  the  total  cost  of  relocation 
would  be  $7K  million  for  the  A-B-C  system? 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  think  the  total  we  can  just  express  an  opinion  on. 

Mr.  Buckley.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Fallon.  Will  the  gentleman  yield  to  the  chairman? 

Mr.  Cramer.  Yes. 

Mr.  Buckley.  How  much  is  the  Federal  Government  paying  for 
the  relocation  of  utilities? 

Mr.  Cramer.  I  am  sure  Mr.  Whitton  can  answer  that. 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  can  get  the  answer  for  you. 

Mr.  Buckley.  Is  it  more  than  $50  million? 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  don’t  know. 

Mr.  Buckley.  I  think  it  is  just  as  much  or  more  important  to  take 
into  consideration  human  beings  and  their  personal  lives  in  dealing 
with  the  problem  of  relocation.  They  did  not  ask  to  be  displaced. 
These  highways  have  been  laid  out  by  the  States  and  approved  by 
the  Federal  Government.  These  tenants  are  put  out  of  their  houses 
and  some  provision  should  be  made  for  them  to  be  relocated,  just  the 
same  as  we  relocate  the  utilities  and  pay  them  for  it. 

I  heard  Mr.  Baldwin  talk  about  three  houses  on  some  highway. 
Mr.  Baldwin  is  a  lawyer,  and  he  knows  well  that  they  go  through 
condemnation  proceedings,  and  if  those  three  houses  are  appraised, 
and,  let’s  say  they  are  probably  worth  $25,000  or  $30,000  apiece, 
then  those  tenants  or  owners  of  the  houses  will  probably  buy  those 
houses  back  for  $1,000  apiece  and  build  a  foundation  for  them  and 
move  the  house  on  it,  and  probably  make  $20,000  on  the  deal. 

Mr.  Cramer.  And  we  should  now  pay  for  the  relocation  to  poster¬ 
ity?  Is  that  the  distinction?  For  these  people? 

Mr.  Buckley.  With  regard  to  the  relocation  of  tenants,  through 
no  fault  of  their  own  a  highway  is  being  put  through  a  section  where 
apartment  houses  are  being  torn  down.  Do  you  want  to  throw  these 
human  beings  out  into  the  street  and  not  reimburse  them? 
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Mr.  Scherer.  Not  that  bad. 

Mr.  Buckley.  Not  that  bad?  You  don’t  live  in  New  York.  I 
know  you  come  from  a  small  town  where  there  probably  aren’t  any 
houses. 

Mr.  Cramer.  With  regard  to  the  present  and  existing  State  laws 
concerning  relocation,  some  of  which  include  that  of  condemnation 
costs  in  eminent  domain  and  some  of  which  do  not,  this  would  in  effect 
necessitate  all  States  including  that  in  their  eminent  domain  pro¬ 
ceedings,  would  it  not,  in  determining  the  value  of  the  property  taken? 
And  the  relocation  would  be  part  of  the  costs  and,  therefore,  the 
States  would  be  forced  in  their  total  highway  program  to  include  that 
in  the  costs,  thus  increasing  the  States’  share  as  well,  even  though  the 
State  laws  didn’t  require  it. 

Mr.  Martin.  I  don’t  think  I  got  the  full  beginning  of  your  question 
there,  Mr.  Cramer. 

Mr.  Cramer.  It  is  true,  is  it  not,  that  some  States  include  the 
relocation  costs  in  eminent  domain,  and  others  do  not? 

Mr.  Martin.  Yes. 

Mr.  Cramer.  Does  Mr.  Whitton  know  it? 

Mr.  Whitton.  No,  I  do  not  know  the  answer  to  your  question. 

Mr.  Cramer.  I  think  it  is  true  if  there  are  any  they  are  very  few, 
and  this  would  force  the  State  to  include  this  as  a  cost  of  acquiring 
right-of-way,  would  it  not? 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  don’t  know.  I  do  not  necessarily  think  so. 

Mr.  Cramer.  The  effect  of  it  would  be  that  the  cost  of  relocation 
would  be  included  in  the  cost  of  acquistion  of  right-of-way,  would  it 
not? 

Mr.  Whitton.  But  not  necessarily  in  the  condemnation  of  the 
right-of-way. 

Mr.  Cramer.  The  total  cost  of  the  right-of-way  would  be  increased 
by  that  amount,  whether  the  State  wanted  it  that  way  or  not.  Has 
the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  attempted  to  get  an  expression  from  the 
States  with  regard  to  this  proposed  increase  on  State  participation  in 
relocation  costs? 

Mr.  Whitton.  No. 

Mr.  Cramer.  Does  not  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  feel  that  the 
logical  approach  would  be  to  inquire  of  the  road  departments  of  the 
different  States  and  different  commissions,  and  road  boards,  and  the 
Governors  of  the  States,  as  to  their  attitude  concerning  this  com¬ 
pulsory  increase  in  State  matching  funds  that  would  result  from  the 
increase  in  Federal  matching  funds  for  relocation  costs?  Do  not  the 
States  have  a  right  to  have  something  to  say  about  this? 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  believe  they  have  spoken  to  this  committee. 

Mr.  Scherer.  The  American  Association  of  State  Highway  Officials 
proposed  that. 

Mr.  Cramer.  That  is  where  I  got  it.  The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
itself  did  not  attempt  to  find  out  the  States’  position  before  proposing 
this  legislation.  Is  that  right? 

Mr.  Whitton.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Cramer.  On  the  relocation  of  the  utilities  I  have  in  my  hand 
Plouse  Document  No.  127,  for  the  information  of  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma;  dated  April  13,  1955,  a  communication  from  the  President 
of  the  United  States  entitled  “Public  Utility  Relocation  Incident  to 
Highway  Improvement,”  a  communication  from  the  President  of  the 


FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  196  2 


159 


United  States  pursuant  to  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1954, 
which  is  a  report  and  study  that  I  was  referring  to.  It  is  obvious 
there  has  been  no  similar  study  made  with  regard  to  relocation  as  a 
basis  for  the  consideration  of  this  particular  legislation,  and  I  think 
it  is  best  evidenced  by  the  answers  given  to  the  cpiestions  asked. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  If  the  gentleman  will  yield  again,  I  am  not  aware 
that  there  lias  been  any  request  for  such  a  study.  The  study  that 
has  been  mentioned  before  the  gentleman  came  into  the  room  was  a 
study  by  a  congressional  committee. 

Mr.  Cramer.  I  understand  that. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  In  which  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  has  no 
direct  responsibility  at  all.  The  gentleman  is  talking  about  an 
administrative  study  and  I  have  beard  no  mention  or  suggestion  that 
there  be  an  administrative  stud}  of  this  problem.  The  proposal  has 
been  made  that  we  hold  up  doing  anything  legislatively  until  a  legis¬ 
lative  committee  completes  a  study  it  is  making.  The  gentleman  is 
running  on  one  track  while  his  colleagues  are  running  on  another. 

Mr.  Cramer.  I  think  we  ought  to  run  the  train  on  both  tracks  and 
get  to  the  end  of  it,  which  is  the  result  as  to  what  the  costs  will  be. 
Whether  it  is  a  congressional  committee  or  an  Executive  study  makes 
no  difference  to  me,  but  somehow  we  ought  to  know  what  the  total 
costs  will  be.  We  do  not  have  any  information  on  it  now. 

The  gentleman  will  agree  to  that  point.  No  study  has  been  made. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  I  will  agree  to  this:  We  have  not  completed  the 
legislative  study.  There  has  been  a  good  deal  of  data  collected  by 
the  legislative  committee  on  this  question  and  it  is  available  to  the 
entire  committee,  to  anybody  who  wants  to  take  advantage  of  it; 
but  as  to  whether  it  represents  conclusions,  the  gentleman  knows  as 
well  as  I  do  that  the  subcommittee  is  a  long  way  removed  from  con¬ 
clusions  on  this  subject.  But  we  were  not  foreclosed  by  the  conclu¬ 
sions  of  the  study  that  the  gentleman  holds  in  his  hand  from  any 
action  on  the  part  of  Congress. 

Mr.  Cramer.  The  point  is,  this  study  helped  the  committee  make 
its  decision  on  whether  to  reimburse  utilities  for  relocations  of  their 
right-of-way,  because  we  knew  what  the  costs  would  be.  We  have 
no  way  of  knowing  what  the  costs  will  be  on  this  relocation  proposal. 

The  position  taken  by  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  is,  and  I  agree, 
that  somewhere  we  should  have  made  available  this  information — 
whether  it  be  through  the  subcommittee  that  the  full  Public  Works 
Committee  established  to  do  it,  or  an  Executive  study.  They  have 
not  even  asked  the  State  road  boards  about  their  attitude  to  having  to 
put  up  this  much  more  State  matching  funds  in  order  to  accomplish 
payment  of  relocation  costs. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  The  gentleman  made  an  eloquent  lawyer’s  re¬ 
statement  of  the  position  taken  by  his  colleague,  which  was  way  out 
and  up  another  field  from  the  stand  he  has  taken  now,  which  is  that 
we  hold  up  doing  anything  on  this  until  the  Davis  subcommittee 
completes  its  study  and  makes  its  recommendations. 

Mr.  Scherer.  That  is  right.  That  is  my  position  and  your  com¬ 
mittee  should  study  the  question  of  utility  relocation  costs.  It  comes 
within  the  purview  of  your  committee,  if  you  want  to  study  it. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  I  do  not  have  any  complaint  with  this  study 
being  carried  to  its  complete  conclusion,  but  I  do  have  definite  objec¬ 
tions  to  the  holding  up  of  doing  something  constructive  in  the  field 
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now  and  for  a  long  time,  while  this  subcommittee  completes  the  study 
that  has  been  going  on  for  2  years  now. 

Mr.  Cramer.  If  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma’s  subcommittee  on 
which  he  serves  will  be  so  dilatory  that  they  do  not  come  in  in  a  timely 
fashion  and  make  a  report  to  this  subcommittee  or  the  full  committee, 
I  have  no  objection  to  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  of  the  Department 
of  Commerce  coming  up  with  facts  and  figures  on  it.  However,  I  do 
think  we  should  know  what  the  facts  and  figures  are  before  we  launch 
into  what  could  easily  be  a  $100  million  program,  and  probably  will 
be  far  in  excess  of  that. 

Mr.  Scherer.  It  will  be  more  than  $100  million.  Let’s  not  kid 
ourselves. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  Do  you  know  right  now  what  utility  relocation 
is  costing  us  annually? 

Mr.  Cramer.  I  have  asked  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  what  they 
are  and  the  Administrator  can’t  tell  us.  I  don’t  know  why  you 
expect  me  to  do  it. 

Air.  Edmondson.  The  gentleman  placed  great  reliance  on  the  work 
he  has  in  his  hands  on  utility  relocation,  and  I  am  asking  him  to  tell 
me  within  $10  million  what  it  costs  to  relocate  utilities  annually. 

Air.  Cramer.  Here  is  the  figure. 

Air.  Edmondson.  I  am  talking  about  present  costs. 

Mr.  Cramer.  If  you  want  to  be  so  smart  about  it,  ask  the  witness. 
He  is  the  Administrator  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads.  Ask  him 
what  the  costs  are.  Isn’t  he  the  chief  authority  on  this  question? 
If  he  cannot  tell  you  what  the  costs  are  I  can  tell  you  what  the  report 
indicated  the  total  costs  would  be. 

Air.  Edmondson.  The  question  is  what  is  the  cost,  without  reading 
it  in  the  report.  What  is  the  cost  to  us  now? 

Air.  Cramer.  Here  it  is.  Total  estimate,  $650  million,  total  share. 
This  is  according  to  the  appendix  on  page  24.  That  is  the  best  esti¬ 
mate  I  know.  If  Mr.  Whitton  can’t  give  it  to  you  I  don’t  know 
how  you  expect  me  to  do  it. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Do  you  know  what  the  utility  relocation  costs  would 
be  if  all  States  reimbursed?  How  many  States  reimburse  for  utilities? 

Mr.  Whitton.  May  I  give  you  that  answer  for  the  record? 

Mr.  Scherer.  A  small  number,  is  it  not? 

Mr.  Whitton.  A  rather  small  number. 

Mr.  Scherer.  And  this  is  the  figure  of  what  it  would  cost  the 
program  if  all  States  reimbursed  for  utility  relocations,  and  I  under¬ 
stand  it’s  only  a  handful  of  States  that  provide  it. 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  can  furnish  what  it  is.  I  don’t  know  it  in  my 
mind. 

Mr.  Scherer.  It  is  not  any  more  than  four  or  five  States,  is  it, 
Mr.  Whitton? 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  think  perhaps  there  are,  but  I  am  just  guessing. 

Mr.  Eallon.  We  will  get  those  figures  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Martin.  I  am  sorry  we  do  not  have  the  figures  for  the  A-B-C 
portion.  As  Mr.  Whitton  indicated  for  the  committee,  our  best  esti¬ 
mate,  which  was  gone  into  very  carefully,  for  the  Interstate  System 
program,  is  $50  million,  and  I  think  he  was  correct  in  saying  a 
guesstimate  on  the  A-B-C  figure  would  be  about  $15  million.  But 
we  will  supply  to  the  committee  shortly  what  the  A-B-C  portion  is. 

I  gather  that  was  the  main  question  Mr.  Cramer  asked,  that  is, 
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what  did  the  A-B-C  part  of  that  cost  come  to.  This  $50  million  is 
only  on  the  Interstate  System,  because  that  will  be  the  area  where  the 
largest  cost  would  be. 

Mr.  Cramer.  I  would  trust  in  making  that  estimate,  some  con¬ 
sultation  will  be  made  with  the  States. 

Mr.  Martin.  There  is  no  question  about  it.  They  have  been  in 
contact  with  States  on  that  matter  before,  and  they  know  this  problem. 
This  whole  business  is  administered  through  the  States,  so,  how  could 
they  be  coming  up  with  anything  unless  they  consulted  with  the 
States  on  it. 

Mr.  Cramer.  But  I  asked  Mr.  Whitton  as  to  whether  he  had  asked 
the  States  themselves  to  submit  an  estimate  on  the  cost  of  the  reloca¬ 
tion  of  the  Interstate  System,  and  he  said  no.  Obviously  no  such 
estimate  has  been  made  on  the  A-B-C  system,  because  there  has  been 
no  estimate  given,  and  I  don’t  know  how  you  can  estimate  unless 
you  go  back  to  the  States  and  ask  them  for  the  facts  and  figures, 
which  is  exactly  the  way  you  got  the  estimate  for  the  cost  of  the  total 
program. 

Mr.  Martin.  I  will  be  very  surprised  if  there  has  not  been  con¬ 
sultation  with  the  States  as  to  what  the  costs  will  be.  We  have  to 
start  someplace  to  make  the  basis  for  the  estimate. 

Mr.  Cramer.  I  hope  we  have,  but  I  can  only  rely  on  Mr.  Whitton’s 
testimony,  and  he  said  it  was  not. 

Mr.  Whitton.  I  said  I  didn’t  know,  Mr.  Cramer. 

Mr.  Martin.  And  we  can  supply  it  to  you  shortly. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Can  I  ask  one  more  question?  I  want  to  ask  the 
Secretary,  or  Mr.  WLitton  this:  Let  us  assume  that  a  State  as  the 
result  of  condemnation  proceedings  was  required  to  pay  a  business, 
assuming  that  the  business  owns  its  factory,  $15,000.  Suppose  a 
jury  awards  $15,000  to  a  business,  for  the  reasonable  market  value 
of  the  property  under  State  condemnation  proceedings.  Do  I  under¬ 
stand  then  that  if  its  moving  costs  were  $3,500,  that  the  State  would 
be  required  to  pay  $3,500  additional  moving  costs  under  this  legisla¬ 
tion? 

Mr.  Martin.  Whatever  was  the  certified  moving  costs,  which  is 
what  the  general  provision  is,  and  I  noted  earlier  in  reference  to  some¬ 
body’s  question  that  we  would  clarify  that  as  to  the  $3,000  figure  and 
what  it  says  in  parentheses,  “or  if  greater  the  total  certified  actual 
moving  expenses,”  will  be  paid,  as  indicated  on  line  10,  page  5. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Whatever  its  moving  costs  would  be,  it  would  be 
entitled  to  that  over  and  above  what  the  State  awarded  for  the  reason¬ 
able  market  value  of  its  factory? 

Mr.  Martin.  I  would  assume  that  is  so. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Are  there  any  other  questions?  Any  questions  on  my 
right? 

Mr.  Martin,  I  would  like  to  ask  one  question  to  get  back  on  the  road¬ 
building  program  again.  You  recommend  that  this  sum  remain  at  a 
$950  million  level  for  the  2  years.  Of  course,  the  theory  of  recom¬ 
mending  a  $950  million  level  is  to  keep  the  program  in  balance  as  far 
as  the  trust  fund  is  concerned. 

Mr.  Martin.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Yet,  when  we  gc  further  in  your  statement  this  morn¬ 
ing  you  asked  for  added  costs  for  other  things.  In  1962-63  it  was  my 
recommendation  that  it  remain  at  $925  million  because  there  was  not 
enough  money  in  the  trust  fund  and  the  Interstate  System  had  been 
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cut  back  by  about  20  percent.  So  to  have  added  $25  million  a  year  to 
the  amount  taken  out  would  have  thrown  it  out  of  balance.  But 
since  then  the  financing  has  been  firmed  up  to  a  point  where  this  would 
not  interfere  with  the  money  in  the  Interstate  System.  That  was  one 
reason  why  I  have  proposed  the  increased  amount.  Then,  of  course, 
we  promised  the  Members  of  Congress  who  do  not  have  any  Interstate 
System  in  their  district — and  there  are  many  of  them  who  have  the 
A-B-C  program  in  their  districts  and  that  is  the  only  program  they 
have — that  attention  would  be  paid  to  that. 

In  addition  to  that,  this  would  add  more  money  to  the  program 
because  of  the  States’  matching  of  50  percent  in  the  3  years,  which 
would  add  $75  million  from  the  States  to  this  program,  and  therefore 
would  accelerate  the  program  $75  million.  We  have  been  told  that 
we  would  like  to  accelerate  public  works  at  this  time  in  the  country  to 
stop  any  recession  that  might  come  about. 

In  addition  to  that,  there  are  many  contractors  in  the  country  who 
do  not  have  the  facilities  to  bid  on  the  large  Interstate  System  projects. 
They  have  to  depend  upon  the  A-B-C  projects.  This  has  been  a  de¬ 
pressed  area  with  regard  to  these  small  contractors.  This  would  not 
only  help  the  small  contractors  put  more  money  in  the  program,  but 
it  would  certainly  keep  the  promise  we  made  to  two-thirds  of  the 
Members  of  Congress. 

That  is  my  reason  for  getting  back  to  the  acceleration  that  the  1956 
act  spelled  out. 

Mr.  Martin.  Yes,  sir.  I  understand  that. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Are  there  any  other  questions  of  Mr.  Martin? 

If  not,  thank  you  very  much  again,  Mr.  Martin  and  Mr.  Whitton. 

Next  we  have  the  Honorable  Ben  West,  mayor  of  Nashville, 
Tenn.,  who  is  representing  the  American  Municipal  Association  here 
this  morning. 

On  behalf  of  the  committee,  Mayor  West,  may  I  welcome  you  here 
and  thank  you  for  coming? 

STATEMENT  OF  BEN  WEST,  MAYOR,  NASHVILLE,  TENN.,  REPRE¬ 
SENTING  THE  AMERICAN  MUNICIPAL  ASSOCIATION 

Mayor  West.  Thank  you,  sir.  I  hope  that  welcome  goes  for  the 
other  gentlemen  on  the  committee  too,  having  heard  the  colloquy. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  I  am  Ben  West, 
mayor  of  Nashville,  Tenn.  It  is  my  pleasure  to  appear  here  today 
on  behalf  of  the  American  Municipal  Association,  which  is  the  na¬ 
tional  association  representing  over  13,500  cities,  towns,  and  villages 
throughout  the  United  States.  I  am  cochairman  of  the  American 
Municipal  Association-American  Association  of  State  Highway 
Officials  Joint  Committee  on  Highways  and  former  chairman  of  the 
National  Committee  on  Urban  Transportation. 

The  most  critical  transportation  needs  in  this  country  are  in  urban 
areas.  To  emphasize  this,  I  want  to  quote  from  a  publication  issued 
by  the  Automobile  Manufacturers  Association  dated  March  1961 
entitled,  “Highways  for  the  Future,”  the  end  product  of  a  study  made 
by  Wilbur  Smith  &  Associates. 

Nearly  one-half  of  the  Nation’s  motor  travel  now  occurs  on  city  routes  that 
account  for  only  10  percent  of  total  highway  mileage.  This  urban  travel  will 
more  than  double  over  the  next  two  decades,  while  rural  highway  travel  will 
increase  about  30  percent.  By  1980,  about  60  percent  of  the  anticipated  1,277 
billion  yearly  vehicle  miles  of  travel  will  be  within  expanded  urban  area  limits. 
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So,  three-fifths  of  over  1  ^-trillion-vehicle  miles  will  occur  on  10 
percent  of  the  total  highway  mileage  in  the  United  States  in  the  urban 
areas  where  the  big  majority  of  people  live.  The  impact  on  local 
governments  of  such  a  statement  is  truly  staggering  in  view  of  present- 
day  conditions.  We  have  no  reason  to  question  this  prediction  at  the 
present  moment.  In  fact,  the  prolongation  of  current  traffic  trends 
may  make  it  conservative. 

The  American  Municipal  Association  favors  the  enactment  of 
legislation  which  would  increase  the  available  Federal  highway  funds 
to  be  used  for  planning  and  research  from  l){  to  2  percent  and  that 
these  funds  be  used  only  for  planning  and  research  purposes  rather 
than  be  diverted  for  construction  purposes. 

When  we  speak  of  a  program  for  developing  better  municipal  trans¬ 
portation  plans,  transportation  should  be  regarded  in  its  generic  sense 
and  not  limited  to  the  present-day  dominance  of  the  Interstate  and 
Defense  Highway  System,  the  terrific  impact  of  which  often  over¬ 
shadows  the  utilization  in  an  efficient  manner  of  modes  of  transporta¬ 
tion  other  than  the  rubber-tired  vehicle.  Transportation  can  be  de¬ 
fined  as  the  movement  of  people  and  goods  into  those  areas  wherein 
they  want  to  go,  or  are  needed,  in  an  economical  fashion  and  with  a 
minimum  of  inconvenience.  No  good  method  of  transporting  people 
and  goods  from  one  place  to  another  with  reasonable  cost  factors  has 
ever  been  discarded.  The  pedestrian  who  desires  to  walk  along  a 
sidewalk  at  2  miles  per  hour  is  just  as  essential  to  the  master  trans¬ 
portation  plans  of  a  community  as  the  automobile  at  80  miles  per  hour 
and  the  jet  aircraft  at  650  miles  per  hour.  A  good  master  transporta¬ 
tion  plan  for  any  community  will  include  all  the  best  features  of  every 
mode,  each  in  its  proper  place,  and  each  with  differentiating  functions 
and  services. 

To  do  this  requires  funds.  Urban  transportation  studies  do  not 
come  cheap.  I  can  speak  on  this  with  firsthand  knowledge  since  the 
city  of  Nashville,  under  my  direction,  has  been  conducting  for  some 
years  now,  a  continuing  transportation  planning  program.  I  can 
assure  you  that  without  Federal  financial  assistance  we  could  not  have 
done  this.  At  the  same  time,  I  do  not  see  how  we  could  have  func¬ 
tioned  without  the  program. 

H.R.  11199  requires  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  beginning  no  later 
than  July  1,  1965,  to  determine  that  Federal  aid  projects  in  metro¬ 
politan  areas  are  part  of  a  comprehensive  development  plan  or  be  based 
on  the  results  of  a  continuing  planning  process  before  approving  those 
projects.  That  portion  of  the  proposal  requiring  that  a  continuing 
planning  process  be  established  seems  reasonable  and  not  overly  re¬ 
strictive  and  is  supported  by  our  association.  That  portion  requiring 
that  the  projects  are  part  of  a  comprehensive  development  plan  does 
seem  to  be  unreasonable.  Unreasonable  in  that  a  comprehensive  plan 
for  an  area  can  only  be  a  general  guide  for  development  of  the  area. 
Even  then  the  plan  is  not  static  but  needs  continual  revision  as  a  part 
of  the  planning  process.  We  recommend  that  this  requirement  be 
deleted  from  the  bill.  In  addition,  I  want  to  point  out  that  local 
commmiities  cannot  arrive  at  plans  alone.  This  is  particularly  so  in 
the  smaller  communities.  Technical  assistance,  at  least  at  the  outset, 
must  come  from  State  and  Federal  agencies.  Long-range  programs 
for  State  highway  improvements  in  urban  areas  should  be  developed 
and  published  as  soon  as  possible.  Local  government  personnel 
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badly  need  training  in  transportation  planning  techniques.  H.R. 
10909  introduced  by  Congressman  Edmondson  to  provide  a  national 
highway  academy  would  go  a  long  way  toward  meeting  this  need  and 
warrants  your  careful  consideration. 

Our  cities  are  vitally  interested  in  the  Federal-aid  primary  and 
secondary  highway  systems  and  their  extensions  in  urban  areas.  We 
favor  the  enactment  of  the  provisions  in  H.R.  9725  calling  for  increases 
above  present  levels  of  $25  million  annually.  While  our  national 
municipal  policy  calls  for  the  completion  of  the  Interstate  System  on 
schedule,  we  do  not  believe  that  such  increases  would  seriously  hamper 
reaching  this  goal.  In  fact,  such  increases  would  delay  the  completion 
of  the  Interstate  System  by  possibly  only  a  short  time. 

I  would  like  to  say  a  few  words  about  two  other  items  in  the  bill. 

(1)  The  provisions  of  section  6(a)  which  would  amend  title  23, 
United  States  Code  regarding  secondary  highway  extensions  in  urban 
areas  receives  our  fullest  support.  Secondary  as  well  as  major  city 
streets  within  the  corporate  limits  of  municipalities  should  be  eligible 
for  Federal  aid  in  the  same  proportion  that  Federal  aid  is  available  for 
the  roads  outside  cities.  The  “Metropolitan  Area  Transportation 
Study,”  previously  referred  to  for  my  city,  estimates  the  cost  of 
properly  integrating  the  local  street  system  into  the  Interstate  System, 
at  $118  million.  This  is  a  financial  burden  virtually  impossible  for  a 
local  community  to  assume  entirely,  but  the  success  of  the  operation 
of  the  Interstate  System  will  depend  in  very  large  measure  upon  the 
efficiency  of  local  transportation  systems.  Unfortunately,  at  the 
present  time,  secondary  funds  cannot  be  spent  on  secondary  urban 
extensions,  which  may  now  be  financed  only  with  Federal-aid  urban 
extension  funds.  We  urge  you  to  give  your  favorable  consideration 
to  this  section. 

(2)  Our  national  municipal  policy  recommends  that  family  and 
business  relocation  payments  should  be  made  available  to  those 
displaced  by  the  interstate  highway  program  on  the  same  basis  as 
they  are  under  the  urban  renewal  program.  We,  therefore,  agree 
with  the  President's  transportation  message,  which  says: 

I  recommend  that  assistance  and  requirements  similar  to  those  now  applicable 
to  the  urban  renewal  program  be  authorized  for  the  Federal-aid  highway  program 
and  the  urban  mass  transportation  program. 

I  can  tell  you  that  it  is  extremely  awkward  for  a  mayor  to  try  to 
explain,  when  a  highway  project  is  adjacent  to  an  urban  renewal 
project,  why  tenants  in  the  urban  renewal  area  receive  relocation 
payments  and  tenants  in  the  highway  area  do  not.  It  seems  simple 
justice  that  all  citizens  should  be  treated  alike  when  they  are  displaced 
by  Federal-aid  projects.  The  requirement  that  suitable  “equal” 
housing  be  certified  as  being  available  would  not  create  a  problem  in 
Nashville  or  any  other  city  where  Federal  urban  renewal  projects  are 
underway;  however,  it  is  conceivable  that  this  might  be  overly 
restrictive  in  some  areas. 

One  other  item  not  included  in  H.R.  11199  merits  your  consid¬ 
eration.  That  is  the  matter  of  designation  of  a  Federal-aid  urban 
system.  The  highway  system  in  each  State  should  constitute  a 
well-integrated  long-range  plan  for  the  entire  State.  Such  a  system 
should  include  interstate,  primary,  and  secondary  highways  in  urban 
areas  and  such  lateral,  feeder,  distribution,  and  circumferential  routes 
as  may  be  required  to  furnish  maximum  utility  to  the  various  State, 
county,  and  Federal-aid  systems  within  and  adjacent  to  urban  areas. 
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In  developing  such  a  plan  and  program,  consideration  should  be 
given  to  economic  and  industrial  activity,  existing  and  potential 
traffic  needs,  and  land-use  projections.  This  implies  the  need  for  joint 
planning  and  long-range  programing  by  all  levels  of  government — - 
municipal,  county,  State,  and  Federal.  Provisions  in  H.R.  11199 
would  make  this  possible.  Also  implied  is  the  need  for  designation 
of  a  Federal-aid  urban  highway  system. 

This  urban  system  should  be  selected  by  State  highway  officials  and 
appropriate  local  officials,  subject  to  approval  by  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce.  The  system  should  be  confined  to  urban  areas  except 
that  the  system  may  be  extended  into  rural  areas  where  necessary  to 
connect  to  another  Federal -aid  system  within  the  rural  area.  The 
system  would  be  in  addition  to  the  interstate,  primary,  and  secondary 
extensions  in  urban  areas  and  include  those  urban  routes  deemed 
necessary  to  provide  a  well  constituted  circulation  plan  for  the  entire 
urban  area. 

At  the  present  time  it  is  practically  impossible  to  determine  the 
extent  of  the  need  for  such  a  system,  what  the  standards  should  be, 
or  how  the  system  would  be  financed.  This  same  conclusion,  you 
may  recall,  was  reached  by  the  Clay  Committee  in  their  1954  report. 
The  reason  for  this  is  that  reliable  data  on  municipal  highway  needs 
simply  is  not  available.  The  enactment  of  H.R.  11199  would  set 
the  stage  for  improving  this  situation.  Therefore,  we  suggest  that  the 
Department  of  Commerce  undertake  a  study  and  report  to  Congress 
within  a  time  period  deemed  appropriate  of  the  extent  of  the  need  for 
a  Federal-aid  urban  system  and  how  the  system  could  be  constructed. 

Gentlemen,  in  1939,  23  years  ago,  the  text  of  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads  report  to  Congress,  “Toll  Roads  and  Free  Roads,”  clearly 
stated  and  emphasized  the  needs  of  urban  and  municipal  areas. 
Then  in  1944,  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  interregional  highways 
report  was  submitted  to  Congress.  The  report  contains  this  statement: 

Now,  with  the  congestion  of  the  transcity  routes  replacing  rural  highway  mud 
as  the  greatest  of  traffic  barriers,  emphasis  needs  to  be  reversed  and  the  larger 
expenditures  devoted  to  improvements  of  the  city  and  metropolitan  sections  or 
arterial  routes. 

Through  the  years  since  1944  steps  have  been  taken  to  improve 
the  urban  highway  situation.  We  are  gratified  that  further 
constructive  steps  are  being  considered  here  today. 

Gentlemen,  in  addition  to  my  prepared  statement,  I  have  heard 
the  foregoing  colloquy  and  perhaps  I  should  fear  to  rush  in  here, 
but  we  have  had  a  great  deal  of  experience  in  matters  that  you 
gentlemen  have  been  discussing,  and  in  my  opinion  the  alarm 
expressed  by  some  members  about  the  total  cost  of  moving  people  is 
unwarranted. 

First  of  all,  whether  the  State  statute  provides,  or  the  Federal 
•statute  provides,  for  the  cost  of  moving  in  connection  with  an  indus¬ 
try,  or  a  business,  or  a  residence,  whether  owner-occupied  or  not, 
never  you  fear — the  jury  of  view  is  going  to  take  that  into  consideration, 
whether  it  is  in  there  or  not  in  making  the  award. 

In  my  opinion  the  additional  expense  would  be  this  $200  per  family 
where  they  have  no  lease.  In  most  of  the  States  I  would  say  where 
there  is  a  lease  that  has  to  be  condemned  and  awards  have  to  be  made 
for  leases  as  well  as  property  sold.  In  my  opinion  this  provision  here 
follows  the  provision  in  the  urban  renewal  program. 
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Some  people  expressed  the  opinion  that  the  State  highway  officials 
say  they  have  no  complaint  about  it.  They  have  not  talked  to  the 
local  officials  if  that  is  so,  because  the  local  officials  all  over  this  country 
are  trying  to  explain  every  day  why,  why,  why.  In  most  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  when  it  is  going  through  the  heart  of  a  city  the  planners 
try  to  route  it  through  the  so-called  gray,  soft,  deteriorated,  or  decay¬ 
ing  sections  of  the  city,  and  it  is  often  the  case  that  these  highways  go 
right  through  the  middle  of  urban  renewal  projects  in  the  very  nature 
of  things.  Then  you  get  into  a  situation  where  you  have  one  local 
agency  taking  care  of  all  of  the  takings,  particularly  where  there  is 
joint  taking  of  property  by  urban  renewal  and  the  highway  is  taking 
part  of  a  man’s  property  with  the  urban  renewal  taking  the  rest  of  it. 
Then  you  get  to  explaining  to  these  folks  why  is  there  this  distinction, 
and  it  becomes  very,  very  difficult,  gentlemen,  I  assure  you. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Edmondson. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  Nashville  has  made  brighter  my  day  twice  in  the 
past  week.  Sunday  I  had  an  opportunity  to  read  the  150th  anni¬ 
versary  edition  of  the  great  newspaper,  the  Nashville  Tennessean, 
which  certainly,  as  presented  to  the  Capitol  and  the  copies  distributed 
here,  is  a  splendid  example  of  journalistic  enterprise  in  your  city. 
Now  you  come  to  us  with  a  progressive  statement,  and  one  that  repre¬ 
sents  a  very  strong  position  by  your  organization. 

I  certainly  want  to  commend  you  and  your  organization  and  your 
city  as  well  for  the  presentation  you  have  made  here  this  morning. 

Mr.  Scherer.  I  just  want  to  say  that  the  mayor  of  Nashville,  Mr. 
West,  is  one  of  the  most  knowledgeable  men  in  the  United  States 
insofar  as  highways  are  concerned.  Over  the  years  he  has,  I  know  of 
my  own  knowledge,  made  a  tremendous  contribution  to  the  highway 
program  and  to  the  solution  of  highway  problems,  not  only  in  the 
cities,  but  in  the  country  generally. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Mr.  West,  you  mentioned  in  your  statement  on 
page  2,  When  you  are  referring  to  the  section  about  tjdng  in  Federal- 
aid  projects  with  a  comprehensive  development  plan,  you  said,  and 
I  quote: 

That  portion  requiring  that  the  projects  are  part  of  a  comprehensive  develop¬ 
ment  plan  does  seem  to  be  unreasonable. 

And  you  recommend  that  provision  be  eliminated. 

The  wording  in  the  actual  bill  is  a  little  bit  complicated  with  regard 
to  the  paragraph  involved.  I  would  like  to  ask  if  I  can  send  you 
down  a  copy  of  the  bill  so  you  can  have  it  in  front  of  you.  Specifically 
I  would  like  to  know  what  section  of  the  sentence  or  paragraph  you 
would  recommend  being  eliminated.  The  paragraph  is  on  page  8 
and  I  assume  you  must  be  referring  to  the  last  sentence  on  page  8, 
which  starts  with  the  words,  '‘The  Secretary  shall,  beginning  no  later 
than  July  1,  1965” - 

Mayor  West.  No.  I  believe  we  go  back  to  page  7.  Oh,  you  have 
another  copy.  I  have  a  different  page  number  here. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Can  you  indicate  to  us  as  specifically  as  you  can 
how  you  would  modify  the  actual  wording  of  the  bill? 

Mayor  West  (reading): 

The  Secretary  shall,  beginning  no  later  than  July  1,  1965,  before  approving 
programs  for  projects  in  any  metropolitan  area,  as  required  by  section  105  hereof, 
make  a  finding  that  such  projects  are  consistent  with  adequate  comprehensive 
development  plans  for  the  metropolitan  areas.  *  *  * 
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Wliat  we  were  afraid  of  was  this:  We  who  have  taken  the  lead  in 
metropolitan  planning  in  this  country — we  know  that  it  is  a  continu¬ 
ing  process.  However,  from  time  to  time  definitive  plans,  or  a  major 
thoroughfare  plan  in  the  case  of  highways,  has  to  be  filed  by  statute. 
Now,  something  may  develop  before  we  can  amend  that  plan  and, 
therefore,  we  think  that  this  ties  in.  In  other  words,  a  new  big 
industry,  or  any  number  of  things  happening  in  the  city  today  result 
in  uprooting  all  sorts  of  things.  A  veterans  hospital  was  plopped 
right  down  in  the  middle  of  one  of  my  most  desirable  residential 
areas,  over  our  objection,  but  that  called  for  a  complete  restudy  of  that 
whole  area.  It  got  into  a  university  area.  We  have  14  colleges  and 
universities  in  Nashville.  Before  we  can  make  a  study  and  amend 
that  plan,  we  did  not  want  the  Secretary’s  hands  tied  to  say  that  it 
conforms  to  the  filed  plan.  We  do  not  object  at  all  to  the  point,  “or 
are  based  on  the  results  of  a  continuing  comprehensive  transportation 
planning  process”  at  all,  because  we  are  doing  that,  but  we  didn’t 
want  to  tie  his  hands  to  say  that  it  is  a  certain  highway,  because  in 
dealing  with  the  States,  gentlemen — I  ought  not  to  say  this,  but  I 
hardly  ever  know  what  a  State  is  going  to  do.  Some  day  we  may  find 
some  money  available  and  then  will  say,  “Look,  we  have  this  money 
and  what  you  are  wanting  to  do  we  can  go  ahead  with  now.” 

We  do  not  want  to  tie  our  hands  either.  We  want  to  be  ready. 
You  know,  some  folks  think  that  a  plan  for  a  city,  a  comprehensive 
plan  for  a  city,  is  a  fixed  matter.  Well,  we  who  are  in  it  loiow  that 
it  can’t  be.  There  are  too  many  things  happening. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Mr.  West,  then,  as  I  understand  it,  the  specific 
thing  you  have  objection  to  is  on  lines  18  to  20,  which  reads; 

are  consistent  with  adequate  comprehensive  development  plans  for  the  metro¬ 
politan  areas  *  *  *. 

Mayor  West.  Right.  Development  plans. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  That  you  would  object  to? 

Mayor  West.  Right. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Cramer.  I,  too,  want  to  say  I  have  had  the  privilege  of  reading 
the  Tennessean  and  I  was  very  impressed  by  the  city  planning  being 
done  in  Nashville,  as  well  as  some  of  the  other  cities  in  Tennessee.  I 
want  to  congratulate  you  on  the  leadership  which  you  have  given  in 
Nashville  in  this  respect. 

Does  the  city  pay  the  relocation  costs  in  the  condemnation  of 
property  for  city  parks,  outside  of  urban  renewal  now,  like  city  halls, 
and  so  forth? 

Mayor  West.  We  do  in  the  way  I  expressed  it.  In  the  jury  of 
view,  if  it  is  owner-occupied,  they  certainly  take  it  into  consideration. 

Mr.  Cramer.  If  you  have  a  business  relocating  the  law  is,  though, 
that  that  relocation  cost  is  not  to  be  included  in  determining  the  value 
of  the  property;  is  it  not? 

Mayor  West.  That  does  not  make  any  difference. 

Mr.  Cramer.  But  that  is  the  law. 

Mayor  West.  Well,  law  or  not,  the  figure  is  a  fluid  matter.  The 
dollar  figure  is  a  fluid  matter  and  the  jury  of  view  will  put  that  in 
without  mentioning  it. 

Mr.  Scherer.  I  agree  with  the  mayor  that  the  juries  do  take  into 
consideration  in  condemnation  proceedings  moving  costs,  although 
they  may  not  be  specifically  allowed  under  State  law. 
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Do  I  understand  that  it  is  your  understanding  of  this  legislation, 
Mayor,  that  a  jury  in  making  a  business  an  award  for  its  factory 
would  take  into  consideration  the  moving  costs  and  inconvenience? 

Mayor  West.  Yes. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Then  under  this  legislation  they  would  be  entitled, 
in  addition  to  the  jury  award,  the  actual  moving  costs. 

Mayor  West.  Let  us  turn  it  around.  I  think  it  would  tend  to 
reduce  the  actual  total  figure  of  damages  allocated  to  the  property. 

Mr.  Scherer.  No;  the  jury  would  not  have  known  that  because 
the  condemnation  proceedings  are  carried  on  under  State  law,  and 
there  is  no  allowance  made  in  a  condemnation  proceeding  for  moving 
costs  under  State  law. 

Mayor  West.  Mr.  Scherer,  juries  of  view  don’t  operate  in  a  vacuum. 
They  laiow  whether  the  tenant  is  paid,  and  they  know  whether  it  is 
urban  renewal,  or  a  highway,  and  they  know  that  if  it  is  urban  renewal 
he  is  going  to  be  paid,  and  if  it  is  a  highway  he  is  not  going  to  be  paid, 
and  know  the  owner  is  not  going  to  be  paid. 

Mr.  Scherer.  You  think  juries  know  that? 

Mayor  West.  Yes,  sir;  they  do.  They  are  usually  real  estate  men 
and  these  real  estate  men  are  pretty  sharp  boys.  They  know  exactly 
what  the  picture  is. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Even  though  there  is  no  evidence  permitted  on  this 
issue? 

Mayor  West.  Yes,  sir.  There  does  not  have  to  be.  As  a  matter 
of  fact,  it  may  really  not  cost  you  anywhere  near  what  you  are  think¬ 
ing  about,  because  that  added  extra  will  come  out  of  the  jury  of 
view’s  award  when  they  get  it.  They  say,  “Well,  he  is  going  to  get 
his  moving  expenses  so  we  are  not  going  to  include  that.” 

Mr.  Scherer.  How  does  a  jury  know  that?  Moving  costs  would 
not  be  allowed  in  evidence  in  the  State  of  Tennessee. 

Mayor  West.  Well,  they  know  what  the  law  is.  They  know  what 
the  laws  and  practices  are  in  our  acquisition  division  of  our  city  gov¬ 
ernment.  We  acquire  all  of  the  Interstate  System. 

Mr.  Scherer.  The  average  juror  knows  that? 

Mayor  West.  Not  a  juror.  This  is  a  jury  of  view  composed  of 
real  estate  men  in  the  business  who  know  it,  Mr.  Scherer. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Oh,  T  thought  you  were  talking  about  a  jury  in  a 
condemnation  proceeding. 

Mayor  West.  No.  We  have  juries  of  view. 

Mr.  Scherer.  You  and  I  are  talking  about  something  entirely 
different. 

Mayor  West.  They  are  composed  of  real  estate  men  appointed  by 
the  court  to  fix  damages. 

Mr.  Scherer.  I  understand  now  what  you  are  talking  about.  I 
thought  you  were  talking  about  an  ordinary  juror  in  a  condemnation 
proceeding. 

Mayor  West.  Well,  I  would  not  cut  if  off  there.  I  think  juries 
understand  and  consider  a  lot  of  things  that  are  not  in  the  testimony. 

Mr.  Scherer.  That  is  what  I  agreed  with  you  on. 

Mr.  Cramer.  I  think  you  have  a  copy  of  the  bill  and  I  would  like 
to  ask  you  this  question:  On  page  4  of  the  bill,  section  133(a),  lines 
13  to  18,  what  do  you  think  of  the  standard  that  has  been  established 
and  which  would  be  the  standard  your  city  would  have  to  live  under? 
It  is  not  a  standard  now  for  relocation  costs.  It  states  here: 
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*  *  *  and  that  there  are  or  will  be  provided  in  areas  not  generally  less  desirable 
in  regard  to  the  availability  of  public  utilities  and  public  and  commercial  facilities 
at  rents  or  prices  within  the  financial  means  of  the  families  displaced  by  the 
acquisition  or  clearance  of  such  rights-of-way,  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwellings 
adequate  in  number  to  accommodate  such  displaced  families  and  reasonably 
accessible  to  their  places  of  employment. 

Wliat  do  you  think  about  having  to  conform  to  that? 

Mayor  West.  That  is  fairly  restrictive.  That  is  fairly  restrictive, 
I  think. 

Mr.  Cramer.  Quite  restrictive. 

Mayor  West.  Yes,  sir.  However,  we  have  under  the  public  hous¬ 
ing  acts,  and  under  the  Federal  Housing  Act  mortgage  program,  and 
under  the  urban  renewal  program  and  the  community  facilities  pro¬ 
gram  they  were  talking  about  here,  utilities  and  public  facilities — we 
have  lots  of  tools  to  work  with  that  the  Federal  Government  provided 
us  with,  we  in  the  city  we  are  talking  about  now,  and  we  think  we 
could  meet  this,  but  it  is  restrictive  amendments,  I  mean.  You  see, 
the  urban  renewal  requires  this  too,  Mr.  Cramer.  We  cannot  move  a 
person  out  of  a  house  in  urban  renewal  unless  we  have  a  place  for  him 
to  go  to.  So  we  work  with  this  every  day. 

Mr.  Cramer.  You  think  then  you  could  live  under  this  and  that 
this  is  a  reasonable  restriction,  that  you  would  have  to  conform  to  all 
of  the  requirements  in  determining  what  the  value  to  be  paid  the  indi¬ 
vidual  is  for  his  relocation  costs? 

Mayor  West.  I  would  hate  to  answer  that  without  studying  it  a 
little  bit  more.  We  would  not  in  my  city,  but  I  am  talking  here  for 
all  the  cities  in  the  country. 

Mr.  Cramer.  Some  cities  are  not  in  the  same  situation. 

Mayor  West.  That  is  correct,  and  some  cities  would  have  difficulty 
in  meeting  that  criteria. 

Mr.  Cramer.  I  would  like  to  have  you  supplement  your  statement 
if  you  see  fit  to  do  it. 

Mayor  West.  I  would  be  delighted  to. 

Mr.  Cramer.  Because  it  seems  to  me  that  is  extremely  restrictive 
and,  as  you  indicate,  some  cities  may  not  be  able  to  conform. 

That  is  all. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  add  one  further  word  to 
the  distinguished  mayor. 

While  you  have  been  kind  enough  to  mention  me  as  the  author  of 
this  National  Academy  proposition,  I  would  like  to  direct  your  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  fact  that  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  full  Committee 
on  Public  Works,  Mr.  Buckley  of  New  York,  and  the  distinguished 
chairman  of  our  Special  Subcommittee  on  the  Federal- Aid  Highway 
Program,  the  distinguished  gentleman  from  Minnesota,  Mr.  Blatnik, 
are  among  the  six  or  seven  other  authors  of  this  bill  and  sponsors  of  it 
in  the  House.  We  are  very  hopeful  with  your  support  that  we  can 
get  it  passed. 

Mayor  West.  That  is  a  wonderful  thing.  We  in  the  cities  haven’t 
understood  it  fully,  but  we  would  like  to  have  available  the  oppor¬ 
tunities  for  training  in  this  field,  because  there  are  very  few  people 
technically  trained  in  this  field  anywhere  in  this  country. 

Mr.  Edmondson.  I  thank  the  distinguished  mayor. 

Mr.  Cramer.  May  I  ask  just  one  more  question? 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Cramer. 
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Mr.  Cramer.  Do  you  know,  being  involved  in  urban  renewal  proj¬ 
ects,  what  the  percentage  of  relocation  costs  is  compared  to  the  total 
costs  in  condemnation  in  such  cases?  What  has  been  the  experience 
in  Nashville?  What  is  the  cost  of  relocation? 

Mayor  West.  It  is  minor.  I  call  it  very  minor. 

Mr.  Cramer.  What  is  the  percentage? 

Mayor  West.  Let  me  get  you  the  figures.  If  you  were  to  press  me 
on  a  guess  I  would  say,  oh,  2  percent. 

Mr.  Cramer.  Two  percent  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  program 
would  be  $80  million. 

Mayor  West.  Now,  let  us  analyze  that  for  just  a  moment.  You 
realize  that  the  relocation  problem  on  the  Interstate  System,  which 
is  a  brand-new  system,  laid  on  top  of  all  the  other  highways,  is  an 
entirely  different  thing  from  the  A-B-C  program.  The  A-B-C  pro¬ 
gram,  gentlemen,  by  and  large,  while  there  are  new  legs  from  time  to 
time,  is  an  established  system,  and  it  is  reconstruction  rather  than  land 
acquisition  in  the  A-B-C  system.  I  don’t  know  what  the  comparable 
figures  would  be  in  the  rest  of  the  country,  but  we  have  practically 
no  or  very  little  land  acquisition  in  the  A-B-C  system,  because  it  is 
already  established  and  functioning.  From  time  to  time,  legs  and 
connections  are  made,  but  nothing  like  the  tremendous  Interstate 
System. 

So  I  think  that  has  to  be  considered. 

Mr.  Cramer.  Does  the  city  of  Nashville  acquire  the  right-of-way 
for  the  Interstate  System? 

Mayor  West.  Yes. 

Mr.  Cramer.  And  pay  for  the  cost  of  it? 

Mayor  West.  No,  sir.  The  State  pays  the  cost.  We  pay  all  of 
the  attorneys’  fees  and  appraisers  and  negotiators. 

Mr.  Cramer.  How  about  the  A-B-C  system  and  urban  extension? 

Mayor  West.  We  pay  one-third  of  the  cost  of  the  right-of-way 
in  the  city. 

Mr.  Cramer.  If  this  cost  is  increased,  of  course,  the  city  would 
have  to  pay  their  share — 50  percent. 

Mayor  West.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Cramer.  Of  the  ABC  for  relocation. 

Mayor  West.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Cramer.  Do  you  think  the  cities  are  willing  to  do  that  and 
add  to  their  costs  to  that  extent?  Don’t  you  have  trouble  now  getting 
enough  money?  That  is  what  most  cities  tell  us.  They  do  not  have 
enough  money  to  match  and  meet  the  highway  right-of-way  costs  at 
the  present  time,  They  are  traditionally  opposed  to  anything  that  is 
goint  to  increase  those  costs. 

Mayor  West.  I  will  meet  you  one-third  to  two-thirds  at  any  time 
on  any  project.  I  don’t  know  about  the  other  cities.  I  think  the 
other  cities  feel  the  same  way.  You  see,  we  have  been  in  this  sort  of 
shape,  gentlemen,  in  this  whole  highway  picture:  The  cities  have  been 
excluded  from  it  up  until  recent  years,  completely.  Every  county 
highway  commission  and  every  State  highway  commission  would  stop 
at  the  city  limits.  So  we  have  had  great  vistas  open  for  us  in  this 
Interstate  System  and  in  the  urban  system  and  in  the  various  highway 
legislative  proposals  that  have  come  before  Congress  and  which  have 
been  enacted.  We  have  had  great  vistas  open  for  us.  We  had  to 
pay  it  all. 
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Mr.  Cramer.  Urban  renewal,  and  all  that  business. 

Mayor  West.  Yes. 

Mr.  Cramer.  The  only  point  I  am  making  is,  this  results  in  an 
increased  city  cost  where  you  participate  to  the  extent  of  one-third. 
In  Florida  they  must  pay  100  percent  of  the  cost  of  acquisition. 

Mayor  West.  You  realize,  of  course,  that  Florida  has  that  pork 
chop  situation  down  there. 

Mr.  Cramer.  And  it  is  a  serious  one  down  there,  and  I  am  hoping 
the  Governor  one  of  these  days  will  recognize  it  and  call  a  special 
session  to  do  something  about  it,  but  so  far  he  has  been  unwilling  to 
do  so. 

Mayor  West.  I  think  the  Federal  courts  are  going  to  attempt  to 
do  that,  Mr.  Cramer.  We  have  a  case  pending  and  I  was  a  party  to 
it  up  there  and  the  Supreme  Court  acted  on  it.  I  think  they  will 
take  care  of  it. 

Mr.  Cramer.  I  would  like  to  see  the  State  take  care  of  it.  I  think 
the  place  to  do  it  is  with  the  State  if  they  are  willing  to  do  it,  and  if 
not,  the  Federal  court  has  stepped  in. 

Mayor  West.  It  is  like  urban  renewal.  The  State  has  not  done  it, 
my  State  has  not,  for  61  years,  and  they  will  have  to  be  forced  to. 

Mr.  Cramer.  Then  you  think  the  cities  are  willing  to  bear  this 
additional  cost  by  the  Federal  Government  making  it  a  compulsory 
item  of  damages? 

Mayor  West.  Yes;  because  I  think  whatever  additional  costs  there 
will  be  in  businesses  and  manufacturing  plants,  and  so  forth,  we  have 
to  bear  them  now  really,  indirectly,  as  we  talked  about  it  a  while  ago. 
The  only  item  is  really  these  tenants  without  a  lease  going  from  week 
to  week  and  month  to  month.  The  $200  moving  cost  would  be  in¬ 
volved  there.  I  think  that  would  be  the  net  result  of  the  payout. 

Mr.  Cramer.  That  is  all. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Blatnik. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  I  just  want  to  add  my  congratulations  on  an  excel¬ 
lent  statement.  It  is  obvious  from  this  statement  to  those  who  are 
familiar  with  Mayor  West’s  years  of  experience  in  the  field  of  municipal 
administration  and  urban  planning  and  coordinating  with  State  and 
Federal  agencies,  that  this  man  knows  his  job.  I  am  very  familiar 
with  the  Smith  study  on  highways,  so  I  agree.  I  never  realized  until 
then  how  we  were  distorting  our  understanding  of  the  highway 
system  when  we  were  year  by  year  reporting  that  we  have  added 
6,000  more  miles  to  the  Interstate  System  and  then  next  year  8,000 
more  miles,  when  all  the  time  80  percent  of  the  vehicle  owners  and 
users,  who  were  paying  the  taxes  for  the  program,  could  not  use  these 
miles  or  get  on  to  them.  A  high  percentage  of  all  the  daily  auto¬ 
mobile  trips  in  America  are  short  ones.  It  is  in  the  neighborhood  of 
80  percent,  and  certainly  70  to  75  percent.  They  are  short  trips 
where  a  father,  for  example,  drives  from  his  home  to  his  business,  or 
factory,  or  place  of  occupation  or  work.  Mother  drives  to  the  school, 
the  grocery  store,  the  beauty  parlor,  the  dentist  or  doctor,  and  back 
home.  They  are  little,  short  trips,  day  in  and  day  out.  Millions  of 
highway  users  are  paying  taxes  for  a  program  on  which  the  mileage 
itself  does  not  mean  so  much 

Am  I  correct,  Mayor  West,  that  these  figures  were  given  in  the 
census  count,  as  I  recall  it,  and  you  can  check  me  on  that?  They  said 
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that  between  1950  and  1960,  in  that  decade,  over  90  percent  of  the 
population  increase  took  place  on  about  3  percent  of  the  land  area  in 
America. 

Mayor  West.  That  is  about  correct.  I  know  over  90  percent  of  the 
population  explosion  took  place  in  the  standard  recognized  metro¬ 
politan  areas. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  And  these  metropolitan  areas  are  areas  which  are 
spreading  out  in  cohesive  long  strips. 

Mayor  West.  That  is  right,  and  that  is  another  reason  why  we 
are  insisting,  Mr.  Blatnik— and  you  will  notice  it  in  my  statement 
here — there  are  those  who  feel  we  should  probably  not  extend  the 
secondary  road  system,  which  is  really  a  rural  road  system,  into  the 
urban  areas,  but  you  will  notice  from  my  statement  I  am  not  only 
insisting  on  that,  which  is  in  the  bill,  but  also  insisting  that  the  urban 
road  system  be  extended  into  the  rural  areas,  because  this  is  one  road 
system.  It  is  not  urban  and  rural  with  one  meeting  the  other  if 
possible,  but  it  is  one  continuous  system,  and  we  want  a  correlated 
system. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  It  is  an  integrated  system. 

Mayor  West.  Let  us  not  use  that  word.  Let’s  say  correlated. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  Call  it  whatever  name  you  wish,  it  is  absolutely 
sound.  It  has  to  be  sound. 

Mayor  West.  No;  I  was  joking  there.  Wre  have  no  trouble  what¬ 
soever  there.  We  are  in  good  shape. 

Mr.  Blatnik.  I  am  very  impressed  with  the  statement.  Thank 
you  very  much,  Mayor. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Are  there  any  other  questions  from  members  of  the 
committee? 

Mayor  West,  I  think  the  members  individually  expressed  themselves 
on  the  valuable  contribution  you  have  made  in  answer  to  the  ques¬ 
tions  that  came  up  here  this  morning,  and  I  too  would  like  to  express 
my  appreciation.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mayor  West.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Fallon  and  gentlemen  of  the  com¬ 
mittee. 

Mr.  Fallon.  We  have  next  Mr.  Mangan. 

STATEMENT  OF  MARTIN  P.  MANGAN,  ASSISTANT  COMMISSIONER, 

BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AFFAIRS;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  ROBERT  J. 

TRIER,  CHIEF,  BRANCH  OF  ROADS,  BUREAU  OF  INDIAN  AF¬ 
FAIRS,  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Mr.  Mangan.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  Martin  Mangan,  Assistant 
Commissioner  of  Indian  Affairs;  and  with  me  is  Mr.  Robert  Trier, 
the  Chief  of  the  Branch  of  Roads  of  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs. 

Mr.  Fallon.  On  behalf  of  the  committee  we  welcome  you  this 
morning  and  thank  you  for  coming. 

Mr.  Mangan.  Thank  you  very  much. 

On  April  16,  1962,  the  Department  sent  to  this  committee  a  report 
on  the  various  bills  pending  before  the  committee  today.  Before 
submitting  that  report  we  had  some  very  careful  sessions  with  the 
Bureau  of  the  Budget  which  resulted  in  a  decision  on  the  part  of  the 
administration  to  ask  the  Congress  to  appropriate  for  the  agencies 
in  the  Department  of  the  Interior  for  building  roads  that  are  in  the 
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National  Park  Service,  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  and  the  Bureau 
of  Land  Management,  for  the  following  appropriations  for  the  years 

1964  and  1965: 

For  park  roads  and  trails,  $22  million  in  1964  and  $25  million  in 
1965. 

For  parkways,  $16  million  in  1964,  and  the  same  amount  in  1965. 

For  Indian  roads  and  bridges,  $16  million  in  1964  and  $18  million 
in  1965. 

For  public  land  development  roads  and  trails,  $2  million  in  1964 
and  $4  million  in  1965. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Mangan,  isn’t  this  No.  4  a  new  section? 

Mr.  Mangan.  No;  I  believe  not,  sir.  The  public  land  develop¬ 
ment  roads  and  trails,  you  mean? 

Mr.  Fallon.  Yes. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Yes;  it  is  a  new  section.  Public  land  development 
roads  and  trails  is  something  we  have  never  had. 

Mr.  Mangan.  There  will  be  some  members  of  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  to  explain  that  to  the  committee.  These  figures  on  the 
appropriations  proposed  to  be  authorized  by  H.R.  11199  and  it  is  for 
that  reason  that  the  Department  in  its  report  recommended  that  of 
the  bills  now  pending  today,  H.R.  11199  be  the  bill  that  is  enacted. 

With  respect  to  the  other  provisions  of  the  other  bills,  however, 
that  do  not  bear  on  the  appropriation  authorizations  for  the  Interior 
agencies,  we  find  that  they  do  not  impinge  upon  our  authorities,  and 
so  we  have  no  reason  to  urge  the  merits  of  one  bill  as  against  another, 
except  to  urge  the  committee  that  if,  in  the  event  it  decides  to  mark 
up  one  of  the  other  bills  other  than  H.R.  11199,  the  bill  that  is  reported 
out  be  amended  to  include  the  appropriation  authorizations  that  are 
contained  in  H.R.  11199. 

Other  than  making  that  recommendation,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have 
a  fairly  long  report  here  and  it  does  not  need  any  elaboration  or  ex¬ 
planation,  and  if  the  committee  were  to  make  it  part  of  the  record  I 
would  leave  it  at  that  and  request  I  might  make  a  short  supplemental 
statement  and  let  the  report  speak  for  itself. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Mangan,  I  have  a  communication  here  from  the 
Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior.  Do  you  want  that  to  precede 
your  testimony  in  the  record? 

Mr.  Mangan.  Yes,  sir.  That  is  the  Department’s  report. 

Mr.  Fallon.  If  there  is  no  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  report  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior,  Office  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  dated  April  16,  1962,  is  as  follows:) 

U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior, 

Washington,  D.C.,  April  16,  1962. 

Hon.  Charles  A.  Buckley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Buckley:  This  responds  to  your  committee’s  request  for  reports 
on  H.R.  9725,  a  bill  to  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and 

1965  for  the  construction  of  certain  highways  in  accordance  with  title  23  of  the 
United  States  Code,  and  for  other  purposes,  and  H.R.  11199,  H.R.  6758,  H.R. 
7415,  and  H.R.  9848. 

We  recommend  that  H.R.  11199  be  enacted. 

Although  the  other  bills  take  substantial  cognizance  of  this  Department’s 
needs,  we  believe  that  H.R.  11199  better  meets  those  needs  for  the  reasons 
stated  below. 
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The  following  table  sets  forth  the  authorizations  of  H.R.  11199  as  to  the  items 
in  which  this  Department  has  a  particular  interest: 


1964 

1965 

$22, 000, 000 
16, 000, 000 
16. 000. 000 

$25,000,000 
16, 000, 000 
18, 000, 000 
4, 000, 000 

2, 000, 000 

The  rehabilitation  and  development  of  the  public  lands  is  being  accelerated, 
within  budgetary  objectives,  and  expenditures  for  roads  are  becoming  more 
significant.  It  seems  only  proper,  therefore,  that  the  authorization  for  roads  on 
the  public  domain  should  be  coupled  with  other  road  authorizations  to  provide  a 
more  comprehensive  bill  and  to  afford  an  opportunity  for  adequate  consideration 
within  the  total  road  program. 

Approximately  195  million  board  feet  of  timber  are  harvested  each  year  from 
public  domain  lands  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  This 
harvest  grosses  about  $5  million  but  has  an  end  product  value  of  $100  million  and 
creates  an  estimated  2,500  man-years  of  labor,  a  contributing  factor  to  the  eco¬ 
nomic  growth  of  communities. 

Section  2(b)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1960  (72  Stat.  522)  authorized 
appropriations  for  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges,  $12  million  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1962,  and  $12  million  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963. 

The  proposed  increases  in  the  authorizations  for  Indian  reservation  roads 
contemplated  by  H.R.  11199  would  enable  this  Department’s  Indian  Bureau 
to  attain  important  objectives  in  education,  conservation,  and  recreation;  it  would 
provide  a  better  balance  of  these  programs  and  result  in  a  more  efficient  overall 
Indian  Bureau  program. 

The  strongest  element  in  the  priority  ratings  of  Indian  reservation  road  con¬ 
struction  projects  is  the  need  for  improved  school  supply  and  bus  transportation. 
Many  of  the  existing  schoolbus  roads  are  inadequate.  The  present  condition 
of  the  roads  causes  severe  damage  to  schoolbuses  and  renders  the  roads  im¬ 
passable  in  bad  weather.  Moreover,  the  Indian  Bureau  has  an  obligation  to 
furnish  education  to  some  5,000  children  who  are  not  now  in  school.  The  im¬ 
provement  of  reservation  roads  will  increase  school  attendance  and  improve  the 
efficiency  of  the  school  operation. 

All-weather  roads  are  needed  to  permit  school  attendance  of  additional  Indian 
pupils  on  a  day  rather  than  a  boarding  basis.  The  cost  of  construction  and  opera¬ 
tion  of  day  schools  is  approximately  half  that  of  boarding  schools.  In  addition, 
the  following  advantages  accrue  to  the  Indian  children  when  they  can  attend 
school  on  a  day  basis;  they  remain  with  their  families  and  have  the  benefit  of 
parental  guidance  during  their  formative  years;  their  parents  are  encouraged 
to  participate  in  school  affairs  thus  giving  support  and  more  meaning  to  their 
education.  In  keeping  with  longtime  objectives,  Federal  schools  will  be  trans¬ 
ferred  to  the  public  school  system  as  rapidly  as  conditions  permit.  Readiness 
of  the  Indian  parents  and  the  community,  organization  of  school  districts,  and 
availability  of  appropriate  facilities  are  determining  factors,  and  the  operation 
of  day  schools  will  hasten  their  development.  The  building  of  all-weather  road 
systems  on  the  reservations  would  therefore  result  in  savings  to  the  Federal 
Government  by  promoting  the  more  economical  Federal  school  operations  and 
facilitating  the  eventual  withdrawal  of  Federal  services. 

The  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  also  has  a  backlog  of  need  to  furnish  access 
roads  to  Indian  forests  for  the  harvesting  and  protection  of  Indian  timber.  The 
authorizations  envisaged  by  H.R.  11199  would  make  it  possible  to  improve  the 
forest  roads  and  thereby  benefit  forest  development  and  protection  which  is  an 
important  factor  in  the  economic  development  of  the  reservation. 

A  great  expansion  of  industry  on  the  reservations  is  underway.  This  takes 
many  forms  such  as  mining,  oil  and  gas,  timber,  cattle,  and  farming.  The 
efficient  operation  of  these  industries  and  the  full  development  of  their  potential 
require  an  acceleration  of  the  Indian  Bureau  road  program.  Road  construction 
is  also  essential  to  the  protection,  conservation,  and  management  of  the  natural 
resources  on  which  these  industries  are  based. 

Although  the  Indian  country  offers  outstanding  recreation  facilities,  they  have 
not  been  fully  utilized  for  lack  of  adequate  roads.  Better  roads  will  result  in 
increased  tourist  business  which  is  an  important  source  of  Indian  income. 
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It  is  also  obvious  that  the  nationwide  Federal  and  State  programs  for  building 
Interstate  and  other  State  highways  will  greatly  increase  the  number  of  tourists 
seeking  recreation  in  the  picturesque  Indian  country.  This  is  an  important 
economic  opportunity  for  the  Indian  people.  The  Indian  Bureau  road  system 
furnishes  access  from  the  main  State  highways  to  these  recreation  areas. 

With  respect  to  park  roads  and  trails  and  parkways,  the  amounts  set  forth  in 
H.R.  11199  are  necessary  if  we  are  to  make  substantial  progress  on  completing 
the  Mission  66  program  as  to  those  types  of  roads.  Even  if  the  1964  and  1965 
authorizations  are  increased  to  the  levels  set  forth  in  H.R.  11199,  and  appropria¬ 
tions  are  made  at  those  levels  for  the  balance  of  the  Mission  66  program,  there 
will  still  remain  over  $173  million  worth  of  work  to  complete  national  park  roads 
and  over  $68  million  worth  of  work  to  complete  National  parkways  after  1966. 
The  above  amounts,  of  course,  take  into  account  the  normal  increase  in  scope  of 
the  Mission  66  program  due  to  additions,  for  example,  Fort  Davis  and  Fort 
Smith  National  Historic  Sites,  and  Cape  Cod  National  Seashore,  which  have  been 
added  to  the  National  Park  System  during  the  past  year. 

The  new  system  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways  as  authorized  under  the 
1956  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  is  now  well  underway  and  each  year  finds  addi¬ 
tional  units  completed  which,  because  of  their  greater  traffic  volume,  are  bringing 
visitors  to  the  parks,  monuments,  and  parkways  in  ever-increasing  numbers. 
Similarly,  increasing  authorizations  for  the  primary  highways  of  the  United 
States,  $850  million  in  1958  to  $950  million  in  1965  as  contemplated  by  H.R. 
11199,  result  in  bringing  more  and  more  visitors.  The  authorizations  sought  for 
national  park  roads  and  national  parkways  are  necessary,  we  believe,  for  us  to 
keep  pace  with  the  interstate  and  primary  highways  noted  above. 

Each  part  of  the  Federal  program  depends  on  the  other  and  the  public  is  very 
swift  and  vocal  in  recognizing  deficiencies  in  any  one  phase.  Our  requested 
authorizations  are  based  on  trying  to  achieve  an  overall  balanced  program  for 
the  best  public  service.  The  authorizations  envisaged  by  H.R.  11199  are  vitally 
necessary  to  complete  the  road  systems  in  the  National  parks  and  parkways  now 
authorized  by  the  Congress. 

Because  we  believe  that  H.R.  11199  meets  our  needs  and  should  be  enacted, 
we  have  not  commented  in  detail  concerning  the  other  bills. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  has  advised  that  enactment  of  H.R.  11199  would  be 
in  accord  with  the  President’s  program. 

Sincerely  yours, 

John  A.  Carver,  Jr. 

Assistant  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 


Mr.  Mangan.  In  addition  to  the  Department’s  report  we  have 
delivered  to  the  committee  in  ditto  form  a  short  supplemental  report 
with  respect  to  the  needs  for  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  in  its  road¬ 
building  programs  for  the  years  1964  and  1965.  Here  again,  if  the 
committee  is  to  introduce  that  supplemental  statement  in  the  record, 
I  would  not  dwell  on  it  other  than,  if  I  may,  to  highlight  two  or 
three  points  in  it.  It  is  devoted  largely  to  a  chronicle  of  the  history 
of  roads  on  Indian  reservations. 

As  you  will  note  in  the  statement,  there  has  been  historically  a  lag 
in  the  building  of  roads  on  Indian  reservations,  and  it  is  characterized 
as  the  outstanding  blank  areas  on  road  maps,  and  very  significant 
blank  ares  in  some  respects  in  recent  years. 

The  Navajo  Reservation,  as  the  committee  may  know,  is  as  large 
as  all  of  the  New  England  States  put  together,  and  as  large  as  the 
State  of  West  Virginia,  and  until  the  Congress  enacted  the  general 
enabling  statute  for  an  Indian  road  system  in  1928,  and  has  since 
accelerated  the  appropriations  for  Indian  roads,  those  blank  areas 
have  been  very  significant. 

I  think  it  is  more  than  coincidental  that  there  has  been  a  lag  in 
economic  development  in  Indian  country  in  that  period  in  which  road- 
building  lagged.  The  roadbuilding  recently  accelerated  and  our 
statement  would  like  to  indicate  that  the  acceleration  needs  accel¬ 
erated. 
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I  would  like  to  point  out  we  are  now  requesting  a  budget  of  some- 
$200  million  for  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  for  the  Indian  population 
of  the  United  States  for  all  reservations,  which  constitutes  only  about 
one-third  of  1  percent  of  the  total  population  of  the  United  States. 
These  $200  million  are  expended  in  benefits  over  and  above  that 
which  the  Indians  receive  as  citizens  of  the  United  States  from  other 
Federal,  State,  and  local  programs;  but  of  that  fairly  substantial 
amount  of  money  for  a  fairly  small  number  of  people,  more  than  60 
percent  of  the  people  in  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  and  above  60 
percent  of  the  money  expended  is  for  school  purposes.  Yet  we  still 
have  5,000  Indian  youngsters  who  are  not  in  school  at  all  and  have  a 
great  many  of  them  who  are  in  boarding  schools,  because  there  is  no- 
means  of  bussing  them  from  home  to  school  and  back  home  again  on 
a  day  school  basis.  Generally  it  costs  us  about  twice  as  much  to 
provide  education  for  an  Indian  youngster  in  a  boarding  school  as  a 
day  school. 

As  against  that,  there  is  also  the  fact  that  their  home  life  is  dis¬ 
rupted.  We  move  Navajo  and  Hopi  youngsters  all  the  way  from 
Oklahoma  and  Riverside,  Calif.,  and  Carson  City,  Nev.,  and  they  are 
away  from  their  homes  for  the  most  part  all  the  months  of  the  year,, 
which  is  disruptive. 

Also,  through  the  Johnson-O’Malley  Act  and  other  methods  we  are 
trying  to  get  them  into  the  existing  public  school  districts,  and  a  road 
network  is  vitally  needed  for  that  purpose. 

Also  we  are  pointing  out  in  this  acceleration  of  economic  develop¬ 
ment  in  the  Indian  country,  there  is  a  very  substantial  increase  in 
income  now  being  realized  by  the  Indian  people  as  a  result  of  develop¬ 
ment  in  the  fields  of  mining,  oil,  gas,  timber,  cattle,  and  so  on,  and 
farming,  and  some  manufacturing.  There  have  been  some  instances, 
in  which  this  latter  industrial  development  of  Indian  reservations, 
which  is  fairly  new,  has  had  some  tremendous  impact. 

One  industry  came  in  on  the  Pine  Ridge  Reservation  in  South  Da¬ 
kota  last  year,  for  instance,  and  the  reservation  having  some  10,000 
people  located  on  it  and  having  only  seasonal  migratory  farm  labor 
most  of  the  year,  where  almost  all  of  them  go  on  welfare  during  the 
wintertime — in  this  particular  instance  the  Wrigbt-McGill  Fishing 
Tackle  Co.  came  in  and  provided  500  jobs  on  that  reservation,  and 
for  the  first  time  that  winter  there  was  an  absolutely  level  hue  of  wel¬ 
fare  assistance,  and  no  increase  in  the  winter  at  all.  One  industry 
made  that  difference  in  a  fairly  large  area  like  that. 

I  do  not  need  to  labor  the  point  that  unless  there  are  improved 
roads,  especially  when  we  are  confronted  with  a  diminishing  railroad 
service,  and  when  air  service  does  not  lend  itself  particularly  as  yet 
to  the  advancement  of  the  industrial  development,  that  these  roads 
are  very  vital  to  the  Indian  program. 

Also  a  new  result  of  the  growth  and  its  significance  in  the  Indian 
country  is  that  of  the  recreation  potential.  The  back  country  of  the 
Indian  country  is  in  many  instances  some  of  the  most  spectacular  in 
the  United  States,  but  we  will  need  roads  to  get  people  back  into  that 
country.  The  outdoor  people  are  these  rugged  and  intrepid  types, 
but  the  Indian  people  would  like  to  lighten  their  loads  by  relieving 
them  of  as  much  money  as  they  can  when  they  go  through  there,  and 
we  will  need  these  roads  to  funnel  them  through  the  reservations. 

I  would  like  to  close  in  our  presentation  by  pointing  out  that 
although  the  Highway  Act  of  1960  provided  a  current  appropriation 
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of  $12  million  for  the  road  system,  we  have  actually  had  $16  million 
in  money  available  over  the  past  few  years,  which  is  due  to  the  fact 
that  the  Congress  enacted  a  special  statute,  the  so-called  Andersen- 
Udall  statute  in  1958,  being  an  act  of  Congress  of  August  23,  1958 
(72  Stat.  834),  which  provided  an  additional  $20  million  special 
authorization  for  the  Navajo  and  Hopi  Reservations.  So,  with  the 
$12  million  provided  by  the  Highway  Act  of  1960  and  the  $5  million  a 
year,  per-year  appropriation  under  the  Andersen-Udall  Act,  we  have 
had  $16  million  for  the  past  several  years.  That  is  $16  million  a  year, 
and  we  propose  to  ask,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  act  expires 
in  1963,  that  we  be  permitted  to  continue  the  road  program  at  a  rate 
of  expenditure  of  $16  million  for  1964,  and  a  modest  but  much  needed 
increase  in  1965  to  $18  million. 

That  is  the  only  testimony  I  have  to  offer,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Zumwalt  and  Mr.  Zaidlicz  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
are  here  and  wish  to  make  only  a  brief  supplementary  statement,  and 
also  Mr.  Smith  and  Mr.  Bayliss  of  the  Park  Service  are  here  to  supple¬ 
ment  this  with  short  statements. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Without  objection,  your  prepared  statement  will  be 
made  a  part  of  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Mangan  is  as  follows:) 

Statement  of  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  Regarding  H.R.  9725  and 

H.R.  11199 

The  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  has  been  historically  responsible  for  road  trans¬ 
portation  to  serve  Indian  lands.  In  fact,  the  routes  followed  today  by  many  of 
the  interstate  highways  in  the  West  were  originally  pioneered  by  the  Bureau  of 
Indian  Affairs. 

When  lands  in  and  adjacent  to  Indian  reservations  became  occupied  by  non- 
Indians,  road  transportation  became  a  local  government  function.  Counties 
laid  out  and  originally  built  most  of  the  road  mileage  in  this  country.  Financing 
was  from  land  tax.  Indian  land,  being  tax  free,  received  very  little  of  the  benefits 
of  county  road  building.  It  was  soon  apparent  that  Indian  reservations  were 
blank  areas  on  road  maps. 

Congress  recognized  the  need  for  Indian  reservation  roads  first  by  providing 
for  specific  roads  and  bridges.  By  1928,  the  need  was  so  great  and  so  general  that 
Congress  passed  the  basic  act  authorizing  the  construction  and  maintenance  of 
Toads  on  Indian  lands. 

As  funds  were  provided  and  roads  constructed,  Indian  social  and  economic  life 
responded  in  the  same  manner  as  had  taken  place  earlier  in  non-Indian  areas. 
A  great  deal  has  been  accomplished,  especially  since  the  enactment  of  the  Federal 
Highway  Act  of  1954.  This  and  subsequent  acts  have  provided  contract  author¬ 
ity  for  Indian  Bureau  roads.  The  amounts  were  more  substantial  and  suitable 
than  had  previously  been  provided.  While  the  Bureau  road  program  has  not 
caught  up  with  the  county  programs,  and  while  the  blank  spaces  on  the  road  maps 
have  not  yet  been  filled  in,  the  Bureau  need  for  road  funds  and  roads  is  becoming 
more  and  more  like  the  needs  of  normal  rural  communities. 

We  need  roads  that  will  stand  the  torque  of  the  more  powerful  modern  vehicle, 
and  we  need  roads  that  will  carry  traffic  in  all  weather.  Especially,  we  need  roads 
that  will  permit  day  school  operation  on  the  reservation. 

All-weather  roads  are  needed  to  permit  school  attendance  of  additional  Indian 
pupils  on  a  day,  rather  than  a  boarding  basis.  The  cost  of  construction  and 
operation  of  day  schools  is  approximately  half  that  of  boarding  schools.  In  addi¬ 
tion,  the  following  advantages  accrue  to  the  Indian  children  when  they  can  attend 
school  on  a  day  basis:  They  remain  with  their  families  and  have  the  benefit  of 
parental  guidance  during  their  formative  years;  their  parents  are  encouraged  to 
participate  in  school  affairs,  thus  giving  support  and  more  meaning  to  their  edu¬ 
cation.  In  keeping  with  longtime  objectives  of  the  Bureau,  Federal  schools  will 
be  transferred  to  the  public  school  system  as  rapidly  as  conditions  permit.  Readi¬ 
ness  of  the  Indian  parents  and  the  community,  organization  of  school  districts, 
and  availability  of  appropriate  facilities  are  determining  factors,  and  the  opera- 
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tion  of  day  schools  will  hasten  their  development.  The  building  of  all-weather 
road  systems  on  the  reservations  would  therefore  result  in  savings  to  the  Federal 
Government  by  promoting  the  more  economical  day  school  operations  and  facili¬ 
tating  the  eventual  withdrawal  of  Federal  services. 

It  is  also  obvious  that  the  nationwide  Federal  and  State  program  for  building 
interstate  and  other  State  highways  will  greatly  increase  the  number  of  tourists 
seeking  recreation  in  the  picturesque  Indian  country.  This  is  an  important  eco¬ 
nomic  opportunity  for  the  Indian  people.  The  Indian  Bureau  road  system  fur¬ 
nishes  access  from  the  main  State  highways  to  these  recreational  areas. 

A  great  expansion  of  industry  on  the  reservations  is  underway.  This  takes 
many  forms  such  as  mining,  oil  and  gas,  timber,  cattle,  and  farming.  The  efficient 
operation  of  these  industries  and  the  full  development  of  their  potential  require 
an  acceleration  of  the  Indian  Bureau  road  program.  Road  construction  is  also 
essential  to  the  protection,  conservation,  and  management  of  the  natural  resources 
on  which  these  industries  are  based. 

For  these  reasons,  and  after  careful  consideration  of  a  proper  balance  of  the 
various  programs  which  the  Bureau  is  carrying  on,  I  recommend  that  $16  million 
be  provided  for  Indian  roads  in  the  1964  fiscal  year  and  $18  million  for  the  1965’ 
fiscal  year. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Mangan,  do  you  want  to  present  the  gentlemen 
who  are  also  here  from  the  Department  of  the  Interior? 

Mr.  Mangan.  Yes;  I  will,  unless  you  have  some  questions  of  Mr. 
Trier  and  me. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Are  there  any  questions  on  my  right?  Any  questions 
on  my  left? 

Thank  you  very  much  for  your  statement,  Mr.  Mangan. 

Mr.  Mangan.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

This  is  Mr.  Eugene  V.  Zumwalt,  Chief  of  the  Division  of  Forest 
Management;  and  Mr.  Edwin  Zaidlicz,  a  forester  of  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management;  and  they  will  be  followed  by  Mr.  Smith  and 
Mr.  Bayliss. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Zumwalt  and  Mr.  Zaidlicz,  thank  you  very  much 
for  coming  up  this  morning. 

STATEMENT  OF  EUGENE  V.  ZUMWALT,  CHIEF,  DIVISION  OF 

FOREST  MANAGEMENT;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  EDWIN  ZAIDLICZ, 

FORESTER,  BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT,  DEPARTMENT 

OF  THE  INTERIOR 

Mr.  Zumwalt.  I  am  Gene  Zumwalt,  and  this  is  Mr.  Zaidlicz. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Do  you  have  a  statement? 

Mr.  Zumwalt.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  regarding  H.R. 
11199.  The  committee  has  Secretary  Carver’s  statement  of  the  De¬ 
partment’s  views  on  this  bill,  which  recommends  its  enactment. 

My  remarks  will  be  limited  to  Bureau  of  Land  Management  requests 
under  205A — public  land  development  roads  and  trails. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Is  that  section  4  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Zumwalt.  That  is  a  new  section. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Would  you  explain  that  section  to  us,  please? 

Mr.  Zumwalt.  Yes,  sir.  I  will  do  that. 

The  sums  cited  under  that  portion  of  H.R.  11199  are  $2  million  for 
fiscal  year  1964  and  $4  million  for  fiscal  year  1965. 

The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  administers  a  little  more  than 
157  million  acres  of  public  forest  land  in  the  Western  United  States 
and  Alaska,  of  which  approximately  44  million  acres  are  classed  as 
commercial  forestland  supporting  a  stand  volume  in  excess  of  204 
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billion  board  feet.  We  expect  to  offer  195  million  board  feet  of  timber 
valued  at  about  $5  million  in  this  fiscal  year — 1962.  We  estimate  the 
end  product  values  to  be  $100  million  and  conversion  of  this  material 
would  support  2,500  man-years  of  labor. 

Additionally  178  million  acres  of  public  rangelands  in  the  Western 
United  States  and  an  estimated  100  million  acres  of  usable  livestock 
and  big-game  range  in  Alaska  must  be  managed,  protected,  and 
developed.  Access  roads  are  essential  to  the  management  of  these 
lands. 

Recreational  pressures  for  increased  use  of  these  lands  by  the  public 
further  emphasize  the  critical  needs  for  adequate  roads. 

Heretofore  it  has  been  the  practice  to  construct  most  of  our  roads 
in  forested  areas  through  timber  sale  contract  requirements.  While 
these  roads  serve  their  primary  purpose,  in  most  instances  they  are 
not  adequate  for  the  expanded  use  placed  on  them  now.  Our  timber 
sale  purchasers  are  normally  not  professional  roadbuilders  and 
standards  for  multipurpose  roads  generally  impose  a  severe  burden 
on  their  construction  activities.  The  standards  of  roads  needed  for 
full  resources  development — serving  timber,  minerals,  range,  recrea¬ 
tion,  water,  protection,  and  wildlife — exceed  their  modest  equipment 
and  skills. 

The  1964  program  at  the  requested  level  of  $2  million  would  permit 
construction  of  about  290  miles  of  road,  surfacing  45  miles,  acquisition 
of  50  miles  of  private  road,  and  construction  of  five  bridges. 

The  1965  level  of  $4  million  would  provide  for  construction  of 
about  630  miles  of  road. 

Inclusion  of  Bureau  of  Land  Management  road  needs  within  the 
scope  of  this  legislation  as  enacted  by  the  Congress  will  provide  needed 
support  for  the  public  land  resource  programs  insofar  as  roads  are 
concerned  and  will  afford  a  basis  for  timely  and  orderly  development 
of  our  road  program. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Are  there  any  questions  on  my  right?  Any  questions, 
Mr.  Baldwin? 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Mr.  Zumwalt,  could  I  ask  this  question:  We  in  the 
past  have  appropriated  funds  just  for  public  land  highways  as  far  as 
public  land  is  concerned.  As  I  understand  it,  the  objective  of  those 
highways  would  simply  be  to  cross  public  lands  and  not  to  develop 
timber,  or  anything  else.  I  take  it  at  times,  however,  that  the  public 
land  highways  have  been  indirectly  beneficial  toward  the  getting  of 
timber  from  such  public  lands  as  happen  to  be  nearby,  and,  therefore, 
would  be  a  convenient  means  of  access.  Would  that  be  an  accurate 
statement? 

Mr.  Zumwalt.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  So  the  only  difference  between  the  public  land  high¬ 
ways  we  have  authorized  them  in  the  past  and  the  public  land  develop¬ 
ment  roads  is  that  although  hi  the  public  land  highways  there  might 
be  an  incidental  benefit  in  getting  timber  out,  as  far  as  the  new  category 
is  concerned,  the  primary  objective  of  it  would  be  to  place  them  in  such 
locations  as  would  facilitate  the  getting  out  of  timber  from  that  public- 
land.  Is  that  an  accurate  statement? 

Mr.  Zumwalt.  That  is  a  correct  statement. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Are  there  any  other  questions? 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Zumwalt. 
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Mr.  Zumwalt.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the 
committee. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Zaidlicz,  do  you  have  a  statement  you  wish  to 
make? 

Mr.  Zaidlicz.  No,  sir;  I  do  not.  I  have  some  supplemental  infor¬ 
mation  if  you  have  any  questions  on  the  program. 

Mr.  Fallon.  There  are  no  further  questions  so  thank  you  very 
much,  Mr.  Zaidlicz. 

Mr.  Bayliss  and  Mr.  Smith. 

STATEMENT  OF  HAROLD  G.  SMITH,  CHIEF,  OFFICE  OF  PROGRAM 

COORDINATION;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  DUDLEY  BAYLISS,  CHIEF 

OF  PARKWAYS,  NATIONAL  PARK  SERVICE,  DEPARTMENT  OF 

THE  INTERIOR 

Mr.  Smith.  Mr.  Chairman,  my  name  is  Harold  Smith  and  I  am 
Chief  of  the  Office  of  Program  Coordination.  Accompanying  me  here 
is  Mr.  Dudley  Bayliss,  Chief  of  Parkways.  Director  Wirth  asked  us 
to  convey  his  regrets  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  to  this  committee, 
for  his  inability  to  be  here  today.  At  the  last  moment  this  morning 
he  was  notified  of  a  conference  with  Secretary  Udall  and  could  not 
make  it. 

I  have  a  brief  statement  that  I  should  like  to  read,  with  your 
permission. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Go  right  ahead,  sir. 

Mr.  Smith.  As  of  January  1,  1962,  the  National  Park  Service 
administered  192  individual  national  parks,  monuments,  recreation 
areas,  and  areas  in  other  classifications.  These  areas  included  nearly 
26  million  acres  of  federally  owned  lands,  and  during  the  travel  year 
ending  December  31,  1961,  visitors  totaled  nearly  79,039,800.  This 
does  not  include  the  estimated  7,623,000  visitors  to  the  memorials 
and  other  areas  administered  by  National  Capital  Parks  here  in  the 
District  of  Columbia  and  nearby  areas. 

These  parks,  monuments,  and  other  areas,  including  parkways, 
contain  about  7,750  miles  of  roads,  and  about  8,750  miles  of  trails. 
It  is  the  policy  of  the  National  Park  Service  to  construct  roads  to  what 
is  considered  to  be  a  representative  or  fair  assortment  of  interesting  or 
distinguishing  features,  usually  representing  the  prime  features  for 
which  the  areas  were  set  aside.  These  roads  are  supplemented  by 
trail  systems  to  meet  the  demands  of  those  visitors  who  wish  to  get 
away  from  the  more  densely  populated  areas  and  see  some  of  the 
wilderness  or  other  scenic,  scientific,  or  historic  features  of  interest. 
It  is  not  the  intent  of  the  Service  to  construct  extensive  additional 
road  mileages.  In  addition  to  roads  and  trails  for  visitor  use,  the 
Service  constructs  utility  roads,  and  truck  trails  required  for  forest 
protection,  ranger  patrol,  and  so  forth. 

On  the  average,  about  80  to  85  percent  of  our  road  construction 
has  been  for  reconstructing  or  replacing  existing  roads,  many  of  which 
were  constructed  on  routes  established  50  or  more  years  ago,  in  the 
case  of  Yellowstone,  for  traffic  which  was  predominantly  by  horse- 
drawn  vehicles  in  the  old  days. 

Very  good  progress  has  been  made  on  roads  and  trails  construction 
since  the  inception  of  the  Mission  66  program,  starting  with  the  1957 
fiscal  year.  During  the  6-year  period  1957-62,  more  than  $101 
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million  has  been  authorized  for  roads  construction.  The  1963  budget 
estimates  call  for  an  $18  million  roads  construction  program,  and  about 
$75  million  will  be  needed  to  carry  out  the  roads  and  trails  construction 
contemplated  for  the  remaining  3  years  of  the  Mission  66  program. 

Another  $183  million  is  estimated  to  be  needed  to  complete  con¬ 
struction  after  1966. 

It  is  recommended  that  the  present  roads  and  trails  authorization 
of  $18  million  be  increased  to  $22  million  for  the  1964  fiscal  year  and 
to  $25  million  for  the  1965  fiscal  year.  This  increase  will  be  necessary 
if  we  are  to  keep  up  with  the  growing  demands  for  reconstructing 
existing  roads;  to  provide  roads  in  areas  which  have  been  added  to 
the  national  park  system  in  recent  years,  and  for  those  areas  which 
are  proposed  for  addition  within  the  immediate  future  years. 

One  of  the  problems  that  has  faced  the  Service  during  the  past  2 
years  and  which  will  be  largely  corrected  by  the  increased  authoriza¬ 
tions  has  been  the  lack  of  roads  and  trails  funds  to  keep  in  balance 
with  the  funds  appropriated  for  buildings,  utilities,  and  miscellaneous 
construction.  For  example,  during  the  current  fiscal  year  we  have 
nearly  $38  million  appropriated  for  building  buildings,  utilities,  and 
other  facilities.  In  the  1963  budget  we  have  $31,153,000  for  buildings 
and  utilities. 

All  of  those  programs  are  not  sufficient  now  to  provide  all  of  the 
minor  roads  required  to  serve  campground  units,  to  provide  the 
service  roads  to  utility  areas,  and  so  forth. 

The  Congress  has  been  very  sympathetic  and  has  given  us  consider¬ 
able  financial  assistance  in  meeting  all  the  public  demand  for  these 
campground  facilities,  but  we  have  not  been  able  to  meet  all  the  high 
priority  roads  and  trails  projects  and  at  the  same  time  provide  suffi¬ 
cient  funds  for  access  and  circulatory  roads  in  campgrounds. 

In  the  case  of  parkways,  authorizations  of  $16  million  are  being 
recommended  for  each  of  the  1964  and  1965  fiscal  years.  This  is  the 
same  amount  as  currently  authorized.  It  is  estimated  that  $129,- 
773,800  will  be  required  beginning  with  the  1964  fiscal  year  to  com¬ 
plete  six  of  the  nine  authorized  parkways.  These  parkways  are  the 
Blue  Ridge  in  North  Carolina  and  Virginia;  the  Colonial  in  Virginia; 
and  George  Washington  Memorial  Parkway  in  Maryland  and  Vir¬ 
ginia;  the  Natchez  Trace  in  Alabama,  Mississippi,  and  Tennessee;  the 
Foothills  in  Tennessee;  the  Rock  Creek  and  Potomac  Parkways  in 
the  District  of  Columbia;  and  the  Baltimore- Washington  and  Suit- 
land  Parkway  in  Maryland  and  the  District  of  Columbia;  and  the 
Palisades  Parkway  in  the  District  of  Columbia. 

We  have  made  good  progress  on  the  parkway  program  as  a  whole 
under  the  Mission  66  program,  and  particularly  good  progress  has 
been  made  on  the  Blue  Ridge  Parkway  since  the  beginning  of  the 
Mission  66  program  in  1957  fiscal  year.  The  amount  of  $93  million 
has  been  authorized  for  parkways  construction. 

The  1963  program  of  $16  million  would  bring  this  figure  up  to  $109 
million. 

The  parkways  total  approximately  1,100  miles,  of  which  672  miles 
have  been  completed,  about  140  miles  have  been  started,  and  about 
285  miles  remain  to  be  started. 

The  Colonial  Parkway  in  Virginia  has  been  essentially  completed 
and  nothing  further  is  contemplated  on  the  construction  of  the 
Baltimore- Washington  and  Suitland  Parkways  at  this  time,  except 
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for  such  safety  measures  as  grade  separations,  stoplight  installations, 
and  so  forth,  to  meet  developing  traffic  and  safety  needs. 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  concludes  our  statement  and  we  will  be  happy 
to  attempt  to  answer  any  questions  you  or  the  committee  may  have. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Smith,  we  very  much  appreciate  your  statement. 
I  know  how  you  feel  about  the  amount  of  money  you  should  have. 

Mr.  Baldwin,  do  you  have  any  questions? 

Mr.  Baldwin.  I  have  just  one. 

Mr.  Smith,  have  you  received  appropriations  during  the  last  2  fiscal 
years  up  to  the  maximum  of  the  authorizations  for  park  roads? 

Mr.  Smith.  No.  We  have  been  receiving  cash  appropriations  in  a 
lesser  amount  than  the  amounts  of  appropriations  authorized.  This 
has  not  worked  any  hardship  on  us  because  there  is  a  lag  between  the 
time  we  have  to  pay  the  contractors  and  the  time  that  the  project  is 
authorized. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Could  I  ask  specifically,  for  example,  in  fiscal  year 
1962,  which  is  closing  out  on  June  30,  what  was  the  amount  appro¬ 
priated  in  relation  to  the  amount  authorized? 

Mr.  Smith.  During  the  1962  fiscal  year — I  have  the  figures  right 
here,  sir — we  were  appropriated  $30  million.  Of  this  amount  $14 
million  was  for  parkways.  We  have  a  $16  million  authorization,  and 
•that  is  the  size  of  our  program.  We  carry  out  a  $16  million  program, 
but  cash  in  the  amount  of  $14  million  is  sufficient  to  meet  our  pay¬ 
ments  to  contractors,  and  in  subsequent  years  we  will  pick  up  the 
remainder. 

For  roads  we  were  appropriated  $16  million  and  are  authorized  $18 
million  in  the  program. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  What  is  in  the  budget  for  fiscal  year  1963? 

Mr.  Smith.  For  1963  we  have  $30  million  for  liquidating  the  con¬ 
tract  obligations  incurred  under  the  Federal  highway  authorizations. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Is  that  broken  down  conveniently  $14  million  for 
parkways? 

Mr.  Smith.  Yes,  sir.  $14  million  for  parkways  and  $16  million 
for  roads  and  trails. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  So  once  again  you  are  cut  $2  million  below  the 
authorization  in  each  grant? 

Mr.  Smith.  Yes,  sir.  And  so  far  the  cash  has  been  sufficient  to 
meet  the  payments  to  contractors.  This  is  not  working  any  hardship 
on  us. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Thank  you. 

Air.  Fallon.  Any  questions,  Mr.  Scherer? 

Air.  Scherer.  No  questions. 

Air.  Fallon.  Air.  Smith  and  Mr.  Bayliss,  on  behalf  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  we  appreciate  your  giving  us  your  time  this  morning.  Thank 
you. 

Mr.  Smith.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Air.  Fallon.  The  committee  stands  adjourned  until  10  o’clock 
tomorrow  morning. 

(Whereupon,  at  12:35  p.m.,  the  subcommittee  recessed  until  10 
-a.m.  the  following  day,  Wednesday,  May  2,  1962.) 
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WEDNESDAY,  MAY  2,  1962 

House  of  Representatives, 

Subcommittee  on  Roads  of  the 

Committee  on  Public  Works, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  recess,  at  10:15  a.m.,  in  room 
1302,  New  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  George  H.  Fallon  (chairman 
of  the  subcommittee)  presiding. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Ladies  and  gentlemen,  the  Subcommittee  on  Roads 
is  meeting  this  morning  in  a  continuation  of  hearings  on  H.R.  9725, 
H.R.  11199,  and  H.R.  9848.  Mr.  Buckley? 

Mr.  Buckley.  Before  we  start  the  hearing  today  I  would  like  to 
have  Mr.  Cook  read  a  telegram  sent  to  him,  and  I  would  like  to 
have  Mr.  Johnson  read  a  telegram  sent  to  him.  At  this  time  I 
yield  to  Mr.  Cook. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  ROBERT  E.  COOK,  A  MEMBER  OF  CONGRESS 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  OHIO 

Mr.  Cook.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  received  a  telegram  here  from  the 
Governor  of  Ohio,  Michael  V.  DiSalle,  with  reference  to  these  bills 
which  the  committee  is  now  considering.  With  your  permission  I 
would  like  to  read  into  the  record  the  telegram  received  from  the 
Governor  with  reference  to  this  legislation.  It  reads  as  follows: 

May  2,  1962. 

Hon.  Robert  E.  Cook, 

U.S.  Congress,  House  of  Representatives, 

New  House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman:  Since  receiving  your  letter  of  April  19,  1962,  I  have  had 
an  opportunity  to  discuss  H.R.  11199  and  the  statement  relating  thereto  made  by 
J.  C.  Womack,  president,  American  Association  of  State  Highway  Officials,  with 
E.  S.  Preston,  Director  of  Highways,  Ohio. 

With  respect  to  the  A-B-C  authorizations  for  the  1964  and  1965  fiscal  years, 
we  would  favor  the  amounts  proposed  in  Fallon  bill,  H.R.  9725,  due  to  magnitude 
of  need  on  the  A-B-C  system  to  provide  adequate  connections  to  interstate  high¬ 
ways. 

Section  3  of  H.R.  11199  proposes  assistance  to  displaced  families  and  businesses. 
It  is  our  belief  that  it  is  proper  and  desirable  to  reimburse  occupants  for  their 
actual  moving  costs  when  they  are  forced  to  relocate  to  make  way  for  highway 
construction.  It  is  recommended,  however,  that  public  housing  agencies 
(other  than  highway  departments)  be  charged  with  responsibility  of  assuring 
temporary  and  permanent  housing  referred  to  in  the  bill.  Such  cooperative 
arrangements  would  appear  to  be  quite  feasible.  Even  with  the  payment  of 
relocation  assistance,  it  is  necessary  to  develop  better  conditions  for  advance 
purchase  of  rights-of-way  than  presently  exists. 

Section  4  of  H.R.  11199pr  oposes  to  increase  the  authorizations  for  certain 
public  domain  roads,  particularly  forest  development  roads  and  trails.  We  are 
not  opposed  to  such  authorizations  provided  that  they  are  not  financed  from  the 
highway  trust  fund. 
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Section  6  expands  the  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system  to  permit  exten¬ 
sions  of  this  secondary  system  in  urban  areas.  We  consider  this  to  be  desirable. 

Section  7  deals  with  transportation  planning  in  metropolitian  areas.  We  are 
in  agreement  with  this  proposal  providing  that  there  is  flexibility  permitted  in  the 
effective  date  requiring  such  planning  so  that  continuing  planning  processes  can 
be  established  without  interrupting  the  continuity  of  the  highway  program. 

Section  8  would  increase  highway  planning  and  research  funds  on  A-B-C  authori¬ 
zations  from  percent  to  2  percent. 

We  are  in  accord  with  this  proposal.  It  is  understood  that  this  section  as  pro¬ 
posed  would  also  prohibit  reversion  of  unused  V/i  percent  funds  to  construction. 
Such  a  provision  would  greatly  stimulate  highway  research  and  planning.  Many 
States  are  inclined  to  defer  research  and  planning  in  order  that  they  may  use 
these  funds  for  their  unsatisfied  construction  needs.  Such  action  is  understand¬ 
able  but,  to  a  great  extent,  is  responsible  for  significant  lag  in  highway  research. 
An  orderly,  continuing  research  program,  on  a  national  scale,  is  essential  if  we  are 
to  have  a  progressive  and  effective  highway  program. 

We  respectfully  suggest  that  the  position  of  the  various  highway  departments 
as  stated  by  Mr.  Womack  in  his  presentation  to  your  committee  does  not  represent 
the  present  thinking  of  many  of  the  States.  Mr.  Alfred  E.  Johnson,  executive 
secretary,  American  Association  of  State  Highway  Officials,  contacted  the  head 
of  each  highway  department  by  telegram  on  April  11  and  requested  an  immediate 
reply.  It  was  unfortunate  that  the  States  did  not  have  a  copy  of  the  bill  nor  an 
adequate  explanation  of  its  provisions.  We  have  been  in  contact  with  the  heads 
of  several  highway  departments  in  neighboring  States  and  they  are  generally  in 
accord  with  the  recommendations  stated  herein. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  express  our  recommendations  to  you  on  this 
important  piece  of  legislation. 

Michael  V.  Di  Salle, 

Governor,  State  of  Ohio. 

Mr.  Buckley.  Now  I  yield  to  Mr.  Johnson. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  HAROLD  T.  (BIZZ)  JOHNSON,  A  MEMBER  OF 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  Johnson.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  just  been  handed  this  tele¬ 
gram,  which  is  addressed  to  the  chairman  of  the  full  committee,  Hon 
Charles  A.  Buckley,  by  the  Governor  of  our  State,  Edmund  G.  Brown, 
and  I  would  like  to  read  it  into  the  record,  if  I  may.  [Reading:] 

May  2,  1962. 

Hon.  Charles  A.  Buckley, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman:  As  author  of  the  administration’s  bill,  H.R.  11199,  I 
thought  you  might  find  helpful  an  expression  of  California’s  viewpoint  thereon. 
California  through  its  highway  organization  is  an  enthusiastic  member  of  the 
American  Association  of  the  State  Highway  Officials  and  we  have  been  singularly 
honored  by  that  association’s  action  in  electing  our  able  State  highway  engineer, 
J;  C.  Womack,  as  its  president.  It  was  in  the  capacity  of  president  of  that  asso¬ 
ciation  that  he  appeared  before  you  on  April  17  of  this  year,  presenting  in  the  main 
the  policy  statement  of  that  association  as  adopted  in  its  annual  convention  last 
fall  ayd  the  views  of  its  legislative  committee  representing  many  States.  Varying 
conditions  and  viewpoints  throughout  the  country  inevitably  result  sometimes  in 
differences  of  opinions  and  feelings  as  to  details  but  not  necessarily  as  to  broad 
questions  of  policy.  To  me  H.R.  11199  involves  such  broad  questions.  It  con¬ 
tains  four  main  provisions: 

(1)  Apportionments:  California  is  not  sufficiently  affected  by  differences  be¬ 
tween  the  various  bills  as  to  the  amount  of  A-B-C  apportionments  to  be  greatly 
concerned.  However,  in  our  State  continued  progress  on  the  Interstate  System 
is  very  important.  California  can  also  use  to  good  advantage  any  possible  in¬ 
creases  in  the  public  lands  road  program. 

(2)  Assistance  to  those  displaced  by  property  acquisition,  hardships,  or  incon¬ 
venience  may  be  imposed  on  some  of  those  displaced  by  highway  right-of-way 
acquisition  and  we  are  in  accord  that  any  hardships  should  be  prevented  or  alle¬ 
viated  to  the  greatest  extent  practicable.  California  has  worked  with  consider- 
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able  success  on  the  problem.  We  take  the  attitude  that  the  highway  program  is 
for  the  people,  all  the  people,  and  must  be  pursued  with  consideration  and  with 
public  concern  for  those  directly  affected,  as  President  Kennedy  himself  has  said. 

(3)  and  (4)  Transportation  planning  and  increased  research:  We  are  also  in 
accord  with  the  desirability  and  necessity  for  more  comprehensive  transportation 
planning  and  increased  research. 

In  the  current  fiscal  year  all  Federal  funds  available  plus  the  required  State 
matching  funds,  the  total  being  in  an  amount  of  nearly  $5  million,  have  been  pro¬ 
gramed  for  planning  and  research.  In  addition,  State  funds  in  a  substantial 
amount  are  used  on  Federal  participating  studies.  The  proposed  requirement 
for  an  increased  minimum  expenditure  for  research  is  acceptable  for  California. 

California  is  proud  of  its  present  planning  and  research  programs.  As  an 
example,  the  regional  transportation  study  including  land  use  being  conducted 
in  the  Los  Angeles  area  covers  about  9,000  square  miles  and  embraces  a  population 
of  over  8  million  people  and  a  vehicle  registration  of  over  4  million.  The  study 
covers  3  entire  counties  and  portions  of  2  more  and  92  cities.  All  of  the  local 
governmental  agencies,  their  planning  staffs,  the  local  transit  systems,  the  Federal 
Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency,  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  and  numerous 
private  interests  and  organizations  are  actively  participating. 

We  are  now  starting  preparation  of  a  prospectus  to  develop  a  similar  study 
covering  nine  counties  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  area.  Full  local  participation  is 
planned.  Over  the  years  many  studies  covering  smaller  areas  have  been  made. 

While  we  understand  that  there  may  be  some  modification  in  language  con- 
considered  for  purposes  of  clarification  and  ease  of  administration,  the  basic 
objectives  of  the  administration’s  bill  are  sound  and  are  endorsed  by  California. 

Best  regards, 

Edmund  G.  Brown, 
Governor,  State  of  California. 


That  is  the  statement  of  our  Governor,  and  I  am  certain  that  all  of 
us  from  California  are  very  much  in  favor  of  the  bills  that  are  presently 
before  your  committee — H.R.  9725,  H.R.  11199,  and  the  other  bill 
you  mentioned  of  Congressman  Scherer  of  Ohio. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  prepared  statement  here  which  reads  as 
follows: 

Mr.  Chairman,  on  September  21,  1961,  President  Kennedy  sent 
Congress  a  report  from  the  Department  of  Agriculture  recommending 
“A  Development  Program  for  the  National  Forests.”  The  report 
gives  estimates  of  what  must  be  done  during  fiscal  years  1963-72  to 
meet  current  and  long-range  demands  for  the  products  and  services 
of  the  national  forests  on  a  continuing  basis. 

The  development  program  amplifies  and  updates  the  national 
forest  program  sent  Congress  by  the  preceding  administration  in 
1959.  It  provides  more  work  and  effort  in  areas  where  pressure  on 
resources  of  the  national  forests  has  revealed  inadequacies  in  the  1959 
program.  These  areas  are: 

(a)  Recreation  use  of  the  forests; 

( b )  Demand  for  forest  products; 

( c )  Need  for  multiple-purpose  roads;  and 

(i d )  Need  to  acquire  lands  within  forest  boundaries,  especially 
for  recreation. 

Under  the  development  program,  it  will  be  possible  for  management 
and  utilization  of  national  forest  resources  to  keep  pace  with  popula¬ 
tion  growth  and  the  expanding  needs  of  the  national  economy  during 
the  next  decade.  Many  of  the  benefits  of  the  10-year  program  will 
carry  over  and  contribute  to  meeting  the  long-range  demands  on  the 
forests.  For  roads  and  trails  this  means  servicing  in  the  year  2000 
(a)  protection  requirements  of  a  watershed  producing  200  million 
acre-feet  of  water  annually;  (6)  recreation  and  wildlife  resources  used 
by  635  million  visitors  each  year;  (c)  timber  resource  supporting  an 


186 


FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  19  62 


annual  cut  of  21  billion  board  feet;  and  ( d )  60  million  acres  of  range- 
lands. 

The  immediate  benefits  that  will  result  from  the  development 
program  include  the  following: 

(a)  Receipts  to  the  Treasury  will  increase  to  about  $230  million 
annually  by  the  time  the  program  is  completed.  This  is  more  than 
double  current  receipts. 

( b )  Increased  payments  to  the  States  from  the  receipts  coupled 
with  a  higher  level  of  expenditures  for  roads  and  fire  control  in  the 
national  forests  will  greatly  strengthen  local  governmental  units  and 
local  economies. 

(c)  The  capital  value  of  the  timber,  forage,  and  lands  of  the  na¬ 
tional  forest  system  will  be  increased  about  $2  billion. 

(d)  The  program  will  provide  direct  employment  for  about  32,750 
workers  at  its  peak.  Much  of  this  will  be  in  areas  of  labor  surplus  and 
low  rural  incomes.  Of  the  186  million  acres  of  land  administered 
by  the  Forest  Service,  80  million  acres  are  in  such  area. 

(e)  The  timber  harvest  will  rise  to  about  13  billion  feet  of  sawtimber 
in  the  final  year  of  the  program.  This  amount  of  timber  will  have  a 
consumer  value  of  over  $4  billion  and  provide  800,000  man-years  of 
work  during  the  year.  This  is  about  twice  the  current  levels. 

(/)  Recreation  visits  will  rise  to  195  million  annually  by  1972. 
The  business  generated  by  these  visits  will  have  a  value  to  the  national 
economy  of  more  than  $1.5  billion. 

Road  and  trail  work  is  the  keystone  of  the  program.  Any  reduc¬ 
tion  in  road  and  trail  work  scheduled  for  any  given  j^ear  of  the  decade 
will  delay  progress  in  all  other  sectors  of  the  program.  Construction 
scheduled  lor  the  period  will  cost  $1,686,489,000.  It  is  to  be  financed 
with  $1,212,479,000  of  appropriated  funds  and  $474  million  by  pur¬ 
chasers  of  timber.  During  the  same  period  $242  million  will  be  re¬ 
quired  for  maintenance  of  which  $181,500,000  will  be  from  appro¬ 
priated  funds.  To  accomplish  this  work,  authorizations  of  $50 
million,  $70  million,  and  $85  million,  respectively,  for  fiscal  years 
1963,  1964,  and  1965  are  necessary. 

Since  maintenance  takes  first  priority,  any  reduction  below  these 
levels  of  authorization  will  cause  a  corresponding  reduction  in  funds 
for  construction.  The  total  miles  of  timber  roads  planned  must  be 
built  anyway  in  order  to  meet  the  timber-harvesting  goals  sought  by 
the  logging  and  lumbering  industry.  Authorizations  for  less  than  the 
amounts  being  asked  for  will  make  it  necessary  for  the  buyers  of  timber 
to  do  a  greater  percentage  of  the  work.  This  shift  of  road  construc¬ 
tion  work  to  timber  buyers  will  reduce  receipts  to  the  Treasury  and 
the  25  percent  payments  to  the  counties.  Many  important  fire  con¬ 
trol  and  recreation  roads  would  be  deferred  to  future  years. 

Accessibility  is  the  absolute  key  to  the  accelerated  requirements  for 
intensified  use  of  recreation  resources  in  combination  with  an  accel¬ 
erated  timber  harvesting  program  asked  for  by  the  President.  Accessi¬ 
bility  is  also  the  key  to  the  protection  of  the  vitally  important  national 
forests  and  their  watersheds  from  fire  and  destructive  pests.  This 
accessibility  can  only  be  provided  through  an  accelerated  roads  and 
trails  program. 

Accordingly,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  offer  the  following 
amendment  to  H.R.  9725: 
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Substitute  for  pai'agrapk  (3),  section  2,  the  following: 

For  forest  development  roads  and  trails,  an  additional  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1963;  $70,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964; 
and  $85,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

You  will  note  that  this  language  would  amend  H.R.  9725  to  conform 
with  H.R.  11199,  also  under  consideration  at  this  hearing. 

Thank  you. 

I  would  like  to  point  up  one  very  important  phase  of  consideration 
that  we  hope  this  committee  will  give  to  the  forest  roads  and  trails 
item  mentioned  in  this  bill.  At  the  present  time  the  bill  H.R.  9725 
rests  at  $40  million.  We  are  very  much  in  support  of  the  figures 
included  in  H.R.  11199,  increasing  that  amount  by  $10  million  for 
fiscal  year  1963,  and  $70  million  for  fiscal  year  1964,  and  $85  million 
for  fiscal  year  1965. 

In  support  of  that  I  would  like  to  say  that  coming  from  California 
and  representing  the  type  of  district  I  do,  it  includes  19  of  California’s 
counties.  Its  area  amounts  to  about  53,000  square  miles,  and  each 
and  every  county  participates  in  this  program.  We  are  very  much 
interested  in  seeing  the  forest  roads  and  trails  program  expanded. 

It  has  been  expanded  in  the  past  through  the  consideration  of  this 
committee,  and  I  am  certain  that  every  dollar  that  was  put  into  the 
program  has  been  returned  to  the  Federal  Government,  or  will  be 
returned  to  the  Federal  Government.  I  am  sure  that  the  figures  we 
ask  for  in  this  particular  bill  will  be  returned  over  the  years. 

You  have  heard  from  many  of  the  experts  representing  the  De¬ 
partments  here  in  Washington.  I  think  the  testimony  by  Mr. 
Greeley  was  a  very  factual  statement  which  covered  everything  I 
could  say,  and  I  would  only  be  repeating  if  I  were  to  go  into  the  details 
of  his  statement;  but  in  opening  up  the  forest  roads  and  trails  we  do 
four  main  things  to  the  area  that  we  are  talking  about.  We  are  trying 
to  open  up  our  forests  for  recreation;  we  are  trying  to  open  up  our 
forests  for  the  proper  harvesting  of  timber,  and  we  are  trying  to  open 
up  our  forests  for  the  multipurpose  uses  such  as  control  of  disease,  fire 
control,  and  proper  management,  as  well  as  in  opening  up  these  forests 
we  do  a  much  better  job  in  the  harvesting  of  the  timber. 

I  might  say  that  these  roads  provided  for  by  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  in  our  forests  bring  in  more  competitive  bidding  when  these 
timber  sales  go  up  for  bid.  There  are  more  people  who  are  able  to  par¬ 
ticipate  and  the  returns  to  the  Government  are  greater,  and,  in  turn, 
the  counties  benefit.  I  have  19  counties  in  my  district  and  each  and 
every  county  participates  in  the  forest  receipts  returned  to  the  county. 
In  some  counties  it  amounts  to  as  much  as  $1  million  a  year,  and  to  a 
small  county  that  is  a  sizable  item.  It  is  split  up  and  used  50  percent 
for  county  roads  and  50  percent  for  the  schools. 

I  believe  you  gentlemen  realize  every  county  that  participates  in 
this  program  is  very  thankful  for  the  consideration  given  to  this  par¬ 
ticular  item,  because  this  means  a  great  deal  to  us,  not  only  in  receipts, 
but  in  the  recreational  uses  that  the  people  make  of  this  great  resource 
we  are  trying  to  perfect.  In  California  this  resource  in  my  district 
is  the  main  economy  as  far  as  our  counties  are  concerned.  I  believe 
that  the  tourism  dollar,  or  the  recreational  dollar,  whatever  you  want 
to  call  it,  is  the  No.  1  industry  in  my  particular  area.  Some  of  the 
counties  tell  me  they  depend  on  the  tourism  dollar  to  the  extent  of 
6  percent  of  then-  funds,  and  most  of  it  comes  from  people  who  come 
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in  there  and  who  use  the  very  roads  we  are  talking  about  to  seek  their 
recreation.  We  have  a  vast  forest  area  in  California  which  amounts 
to  22  million  acres  of  land  in  our  State.  Fourteen  million  of  those 
acres  are  within  my  congressional  district.  We  have  10  complete 
national  forests  and  parts  of  3  others,  and  a  great  deal  of  national  park 
land. 

Therefore  I  ask  your  committee  to  give  real  consideration  to  the 
increased  amounts  that  we  ask  for  in  the  present  bill  which  is  before 
you,  and  the  Fallon  bill,  which  we  hope  would  be  amended  if  it  were 
going  to  be  the  bill  approved,  so  as  to  include  these  amounts. 

When  your  committee  meets  in  executive  session  I  would  like  to 
have  you  give  us  consideration  on  the  proposed  amendments  to  the 
Fallon  bill,  and  the  Scherer  bill,  and  I  would  support  H.R.  11199 
because  it  does  have  these  figures  in  it.  However,  I  know  that  your 
committee  will  consider  all  of  the  legislation,  and  I  hope  that  the  forest 
roads  and  trails  items  are  increased  in  this  authorizing  legislation  for 
the  A-B-C  program. 

Mr.  Fallon.  I  thank  our  colleague  for  his  presentation  of  the 
problems  of  his  State.  We  certainly  in  the  past  have  been  very 
sympathetic  and  continue  to  be. 

Mr.  Johnson.  I  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  certainly  want  to 
say  we  have  appreciated  the  past  considerations  of  this  committee. 

Mr.  Scherer.  May  I  ask  our  colleague  one  or  two  questions? 

Mr.  Johnson.  Yes;  go  right  ahead. 

Mr.  Scherer.  I  understand  that  Mr.  WYmack  is  the  State  highway 
director  of  the  State  of  California. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Mr.  Womack  is  the  State  highway  engineer. 

Mr.  Scherer.  As  I  recall  it,  he  is  the  top  highway  man,  though, 
in  the  State  of  California? 

Mr.  Johnson.  Yes;  he  is,  and  we  have  a  director  of  public  works. 
Mr.  Bradford  is  the  director  of  public  works  and  also  chairman  of  the 
California  State  Highway  Commission,  but  Mr.  Womack  is  the  State 
highway  engineer,  and  through  his  office  pretty  nearly  all  of  the  high¬ 
way  work  is  done. 

Mr.  Scherer.  And  Mr.  Womack  is  also  this  year’s  president  of  the 
American  Association  of  State  Highway  Officials. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Yes.  Our  State  was  very  highly  honored  when  he 
was  elevated  to  the  presidency  of  the  American  Association  of  State 
Highway  Officials. 

Mr.  Scherer.  And  you  are  familiar  with  his  testimony  before  this 
committee  in  connection  with  these  very  hearings? 

Mr.  Johnson.  Yes;  I  was  present  when  he  was  here  the  other  day. 

Mr.  Scherer.  You  read  the  telegram  this  morning  from  your 
Governor,  overruling  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Womack,  Iris  highway 
director  now? 

Mr.  Johnson.  I  think  in  the  telegram,  Mr.  Scherer,  if  I  read  the 
telegram  properly  or  correctly,  I  believe  he  said  that  Mr.  Womack  was 
here  representing  the  American  Association  of  State  Highway  Officials, 
and  the  legislative  committee  of  that  body,  and  he  presented  their 
views,  and  not  the  views  of  the  State  of  California.  I  think  the 
telegram  very  pointedly  points  that  out. 

Air.  Scherer.  I  realize  Mr.  Womack  was  here  representing  the 
American  Association  of  State  Highway  Officials,  but  I  understand 
from  his  testimony  that  these  were  also  Mr.  Womack’s  views,  and  that 
he  participated  in  the  policy  adopted  by  the  American  Association  of 
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State  Highway  Officials.  We  must  admit  that  the  position  that  your 
Governor  now  takes  with  respect  to  the  legislation  before  us  is  differ¬ 
ent  from  that  stated  before  this  committee  by  Mr.  Womack,  who  is  an 
authority,  and  perhaps  one  of  the  outstanding  authorities  on  highways 
in  the  United  States. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Mr.  Scherer,  I  don’t  want  to - 

Mr.  Scherer.  We  have  a  similar  situation  in  my  State.  Mr. 
Preston  is  a  prominent  and  active  member  of  the  American  Association 
of  State  Highway  Officials,  and  I  see  now  that  our  Governor  has  over¬ 
ruled  Mr.  Preston’s  position  with  reference  to  this  legislation.  It 
seems  to  me  that  the  men  who  understand  highways  are  now  being 
overruled  by  the  politicians. 

Mr.  Johnson.  In  his  telegram  the  Governor  states  here  that  Mr. 
Womack  appeared  in  the  capacity  of  president  of  the  American  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  State  Highway  Officials  before  you  on  April  17,  of  this  year, 
presenting  in  the  main  the  policy  statement  of  that  association  as 
adopted  in  its  annual  convention  last  fall,  and  the  views  of  its  legisla¬ 
tive  committee,  representing  many  States. 

Mr.  Scherer.  I  understand,  and  I  agree  that  he  did  that,  but  what 
I  am  saying  is,  it  is  my  understanding  that  those  were  also  Mr. 
Womack’s  personal  views  on  this  legislation,  and  that  he  helped  to 
formulate,  as  president  of  that  association,  the  position  taken  by  that 
association  before  the  committee  with  respect  to  the  legislation  now 
before  us.  You  seem  to  have  a  little  bit  more  trouble  in  California 
about  what  position  is  taken  with  respect  to  the  legislation  before  us. 

I  have  a  statement  here  of  Frank  C.  Balfour,  perhaps  one  of  the 
outstanding  authorities  in  the  country  on  these  matters.  He  prepared 
a  statement  with  specific  reference  to  section  3  (a),  (b),  (c),  and  (d), 
entitled  “Assistance  for  Displaced  Families  and  Businesses.”  Mr. 
Balfour  was  chief  right-of-way  agent  for  the  California  State  Highway 
Right-of-Way  Department,  and  he  was  chairman  of  the  right-of-way 
committee  of  the  American  Association  of  State  Highway  Officials. 
He  was  one  of  the  founders  of  the  American  Right-of-Way  Association, 
the  national  chairman  of  the  American  Right-of-Way  Association,  the 
national  executive  vice  chairman  of  the  American  Right-of-Way 
Association,  and  is  now  full-time  national  executive  vice  chairman  of 
the  American  Right-of-Way  Association. 

Of  course,  his  report  or  his  testimony  in  this  statement  agrees  with 
that  of  Mr.  Womack,  and  is  opposed  to  the  position  taken  by  your 
Governor  as  outlined  in  the  telegram  you  just  read.  This  was  pre¬ 
pared  for  this  committee,  so  we  might  as  well  have  all  of  the  view¬ 
points  of  the  people  in  California  together.  I  ask  that  Mr.  Balfour’s 
statement  be  made  part  of  the  record  at  this  point. 

Mr.  Fallon.  If  there  is  no  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

(The  statement  of  Frank  C.  Balfour  is  as  follows:) 

Statement  1  of  Frank  C.  Balfour,  Relative  to  That  Portion  of  H.R.  11199, 
“Assistance  for  Displaced  Families  and  Businesses”  (Sec.  3) 

This  statement  is  submitted  by  Frank  C.  Balfour,  as  an  individual  and  not  on 
behalf  of  the  American  Right-of-Way  Association. 

The  American  Right-of-Way  Association  is  a  nonprofit,  educational  organiza¬ 
tion,  operating  throughout  the  United  States  and  Canada,  with  the  basic  purposes 

1  Statement  submitted  by  Frank  C.  Balfour,  as  a  public  right-of-way  acquisition  expert,  specializing  in 
State  highway  right-of-way  work  on  proposed  inclusion  in  II. R.  11!  99  (or  any  other  congressional  legislation 
of  similar  provisions)  of  sec.  3  (a),  (b),  (c),  and  (d),  entitled,  “Assistance  for  Displaced  Families  and 
Businesses,” 
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of  the  association  being  to  unite  the  efforts  of  all  right-of-way  men  toward  im¬ 
proved  techniques  in  public  and  quasi-public  right-of-way  and  land  acquisition; 
to  promote  high  standards  and  a  cooperative  spirit  among  its  members;  to  assist 
its  members  in  better  educating  themselves  to  better  serve  their  employers;  to 
engender  in  its  members  attributes  which  elevate  the  profession  and  to  provide 
mutual  protection  and  advancement  for  its  members. 

The  American  Right-of-Way  Association  operates  under  a  strict  code  of  ethics 
and  stands  on  the  basic  principle  of  competently  handled,  honest,  completed 
transactions  and  the  articles  of  incorporation  of  the  association  prohibit  partici¬ 
pation  in  politics  or  political  activities  in  any  way. 

It  is  my  considered  opinion,  based  upon  many  years  of  experience  in  handling 
right-of-way  acquisition  for  proposed  State  highway  construction,  especially  in 
connection  with  the  inconvenience  and  disruption  of  the  normal  life  of  affected 
occupants  of  residential,  business,  industrial,  and  agricultural  properties  that, 
unfortunately,  the  type  of  legislation  proposed  in  H.R.  11199  and  other  bills  that 
have  been  introduced  in  the  House  and  Senate  is  aimed  at  the  correction  of  the 
results  of  a  crash  highway  construction  program  as  it  affects  property  owners, 
rather  than  being  properly  aimed  at  the  cause  of  the  situation. 

In  this  connection,  you  are  asked  to  consider  the  several,  following,  important 
factors: 

1.  The  Federal  interstate  highway  program  was  initiated  by  enactment  of  the 
Federal  highway  legislation  of  1956  and  immediately  upon  passage  of  this  legisla¬ 
tion  that  had  been  under  consideration  for  several  years,  there  was  an  insistent 
demand  on  the  part  of  the  Federal  administration  and  Federal  agencies;  also  by 
the  Governors,  State  legislatures,  civic  bodies  that  supported  the  legislation,  and 
the  American  Association  of  State  Highway  Officials  that  the  several  States  make 
an  immediate  showing  in  awarding  contracts  for  construction. 

It  is  conceded  that  a  limited  number  of  the  State  highway  departments  were  not 
properly  organized  and  staffed  to  handle  this  large,  increased  construction  pro¬ 
gram  on  a  crash  basis.  In  practically  all  of  the  States,  this  situation  has  been 
corrected,  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  compensation  paid  to  engineering  and 
right-of-way  personnel  is  far  below  the  standards  of  compensation  paid  for  similar 
type  work  in  private  enterprise.  We  must  face  up  to  the  fact  that,  in  this  modern 
day  and  age,  we  get  only  what  we  pay  for  and  that,  unfortunately  we  still  have  the 
situation  in  some  of  the  States  where  the  salary  offered  for  men  who  are  supposed 
to  be  of  professional  capacity  and  experts  in  public  right-of-way  and  land  acquisi¬ 
tion  are  less  than  the  salaries  paid  laborers  on  highway  construction  projects. 

Florida  and  Massachusetts  are  two  outstanding  examples  where  State  govern¬ 
ments  have  attempted  to  secure  the  services  of  trained,  experienced,  and  com¬ 
petent  right-of-way  professionals  at  salaries  of  $125  to  $135  a  week. 

2.  Proper  consideration,  in  many  eases  at  the  State  level,  has  not  been  given  to 
proper  coordination  of  the  overall  program  with  the  result  that  little  or  no  con¬ 
sideration  has  been  given  to  allowance  of  required  leadtime  between  completion  of 
the  design  function  and  the  initiation  of  the  construction  function  in  which  to 
handle  the  all  important  right-of-way  acquisition  function. 

3.  It  is  of  vital  importance  that  sound  educational,  in-training  programs  be 
initiated  within  the  weaker  State  highway  right-of-way  departments  to  the  end 
that  right-of-way  department  personnel  is  properly  educated  and  given  the  proper 
background  of  basic  training  to  handle  this  important  function. 

Fortunately,  the  American  Association  of  State  Highway  Officials,  with  the 
full  cooperation  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  National  Appraisal  Societies  and 
the  American  Right-of-Way  Association,  has  taken  immediate  steps  to  eliminate 
this  void. 

4.  The  very  basic  foundation  upon  which  successful  negotiations  can  be  accom¬ 
plished  is  sound  right-of-way  valuation  procedure,  handled  by  thoroughly  experi¬ 
enced,  competent,  and  honest  right-of-way  valuation  experts  to  determine  the 
fair  market  value  to  which  affected  property  owners  are  entitled;  compensation 
that  is  fair  to  the  affected  property  owner  and  fair  to  all  of  the  other  taxpayers. 

It  is  of  vital  importance  that  this  function  be  carried  on  by  right-of-way  valua¬ 
tion  experts  and  not  by  general  real  estate  appraisal  practitioners. 

5.  It  is  my  considered  opinion  that  any  proposed  legislation,  to  properly  pro¬ 
tect  and  assist  displaced  families  and  businesses,  should  be  aimed  at  the  cause  of 
the  problem — lack  of  proper  leadtime  to  carry  on  the  right-of-way  acquisition 
function — and  not  at  the  result  of  inadequate  leadtime. 

6.  The  right  of  the  Federal  Government,  and  several  of  the  States  under 
statutes,  to  file  a  declaration  of  take  in  the  court  of  jurisdiction,  at  which  time 
title  to  the  required  land  actually  passes  to  the  governmental  agency  and  at  which 
time  the  agency  may,  legally,  take  immediate  possession,  and  the  statutes  of  other 
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States,  permitting  the  right  of  immediate  possession,  filing  proceedings  of  eminent 
domain  in  the  proper  court  of  jurisdiction,  is  a  sound  legal  procedure.  Unfortu¬ 
nately,  the  legal  privilege  of  “right  of  possession”  has,  at  times,  been  abused  by 
administrative  officers  in  their  determination  to  get  construction  underway.  In 
other  words,  too  many  governmental  agencies  lean  too  strongly  on  the  right  of 
eminent  domain  without  giving  proper  consideration  to  the  affected  property 
owners  who  are  the  taxpayers  and  who,  in  turn,  pay  their  salaries. 

It  has  long  since  been  proven  in  major  public  construction  operations  such  as 
the  huge  California  State  highway  construction  program  that,  under  proper  co¬ 
ordination  of  the  various  secondary  activities  that  go  to  make  up  the  major 
feature  of  the  entire  plan,  the  actual  construction,  under  proper  planning  proce¬ 
dure,  no  property  owner  or  tenant  in  an  affected  property  suffers  any  hardship 
under  present  existing  laws  and  procedures  that  give  every  tenant  in  possession  a 
reasonable  period  of  time  to  consider  an  offer  of  settlement  and  in  the  event  nego¬ 
tiations  fail  and  the  property  must  be  acquired  by  eminent  domain  proceedings, 
a  reasonable  period  of  time  in  which  to  relocate  and  rehabilitate  themselves. 

Proof  of  this  statement  is  the  fact  that  in  States  such  as  California,  where  in 
the  neighborhood  of  $200  million  per  year  is  being  expended  for  the  acquisition 
of  land,  and  approximately  10,000  parcels  are  being  acquired  each  year,  the 
occasions  when  an  order  of  immediate  possession  is  taken  and  a  writ  of  assistance 
is  required  to  remove  the  tenant  in  possession  are  very  remote.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  in  the  California  State  highway  operation,  I  am  advised  that  only  2  or  3 
tenants  in  possession  have  been  evicted  by  court  procedure  in  connection  with  the 
last  40,000  or  50,000  parcels  that  have  been  acquired  for  State  highway  right-of- 
way. 

f  sincerely  believe  that,  except  in  those  emergency  cases  such  as  national 
defense  and  flood  control  projects  handled  by  the  Army  Corps  of  Engineers, 
the  enactment  of  the  legislation  proposed  under  H.R.  11199  would  result  in  similar 
type  of  legislation  being  forced  upon  the  majority  of  the  several  States  and  such 
enactment  would  include  quasi-public  agencies  that  enjoy  the  right  of  eminent 
domain  and  such  an  overall  legal  procedure  could  well,  during  the  next  10  or  1 1 
years,  cost  the  taxpayers  of  our  Nation  several  billions  of  dollars  in  increased 
costs  of  right-of-way  and  land  acquisition. 

This,  in  my  opinion,  is  unjustified  for  the  clear-cut  reason  that  the  citizens  of 
our  Nation,  who  are  privileged  to  live  under  our  democratic  form  of  government, 
certainly  assume  some  obligations  in  connection  with  this  privilege  and  one  of 
the  obligations  is  the  necessity  of  the  individual  citizen  landowner  to  give  up  such 
ownership  when  such  concession  is  for  the  benefit  of  all  of  the  citizens,  and  the 
proposed  construction  project  represents  the  greatest  possible  public  benefit  with 
the  least  possible  private  property  damage. 

May  I  briefly  analyze  the  difference  between  a  real  estate  transactions  under 
the  general  circumstances  we  are  discussing  and  a  normal  real  estate  sale  between 
two  private  parties.  Let  us  assume  that  the  transaction  represents  a  considera¬ 
tion  of  $20,000. 

1.  The  owner  receives  the  fair  market  value  from  the  public  agency,  and  it  is, 
of  course,  the  duty  and  obligation  of  the  acquiring  agency  to  be  certain  that  full, 
fair  market  value  is  paid.  However,  if  the  sale  is  between  private  parties,  the 
seller  may  or  may  not  receive  the  full,  fair  market  value,  especially  if  the  buyer  is 
a  good  “horse  trader.” 

2.  In  the  sale  to  a  public  agency,  the  affected  property  owner  receives  cash; 
however,  in  the  sale  to  a  private  party,  usually  some  cash  is  paid  and  the  balance 
is  paid  on  terms,  with  the  seller  assuming  a  reasonable  risk. 

3.  In  the  sale  of  this  $20,000,  residential  property,  the  usual  and  normal  practice 
calls  for  the  seller  to  pay  a  real  estate  broker  a  5  percent  commission,  or  $1,000. 
However,  in  a  sale  to  a  public  agencv,  seldom,  if  ever,  is  a  commission  paid. 

4.  Under  usual  procedure,  the  seller  would  be  required  to  supply  the  buyer 
with  a  policy  of  title  insurance  in  the  amount  of  $20,000;  the  cost  of  the  policy  is 
approximately  $142.50. 

5.  If,  by  chance,  in  a  private  sale  title  to  the  property  is  clouded,  the  seller 
might  possibly  have  to  pay  several  hundred  dollars  in  legal  costs  to  get  his  title 
cleared.  However,  in  the  sale  to  a  public  agency,  the  public  agency  will  assume 
the  major  portion  of  the  work  and  cost  of  clearing  such  faulty  title. 

If  there  is  prooer  planning  and  coordination  in  the  overall,  proposed,  public 
improvement  and  proper  leadtime  allowed  for  the  right-of-way  acquisition  func¬ 
tion,  property  owners  and  tenants  in  possession  should  and  usually  do  receive  a 
minimum  period  of  6  months  and,  in  most  cases,  from  a  year  to  18  months  to  re¬ 
adjust,  relocate,  and  rehabilitate  themselves  at  a  new  location  and  the  savings  in 
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real  estate  commission  and  usual  seller’s  cost  represent  a  sum  of  money  well  in 
excess  of  their  out-of-pocket  cost  because  of  the  necessity  of  having  to  vacate  the 
premises  being  acquired  by  the  public  agency. 

I  am  of  the  firm  opinoin  that  all  governmental  agencies,  whether  they  be  at  the 
Federal,  State,  county,  or  local  level,  can  and  should  be  required  to  so  coordi¬ 
nate  their  overall  public  improvement  program  so  that  affected  property  owners 
and  tenants  in  possession  are  allowed  a  reasonable  period  of  time  to  complete  the 
real  estate  transaction  through  the  modern  negotiation  process  and  additional 
time,  if  necessary,  in  the  event  settlement  cannot  be  reached  and  the  transaction 
must  be  concluded  through  eminent  domain  proceedings;  that  if  any  legislation 
changes  are  to  be  made,  they  should  be  aimed  at  the  overall  planning  and  pro¬ 
cedure  of  governmental  agencies  and  not  at  further  giveaway  programs. 

In  making  this  statement,  I  again  call  to  your  attention  that  it  is  the  basic 
philosophy  of  the  right-of-way  profession  that  every  property  owner  should  be 
paid  fair  compensation  for  the  taking  of  private  property  for  public  improve¬ 
ments  and  that  a  reasonable  period  of  time  should  be  allowed,  between  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  the  acquisition  and  the  required  public  possession  of  the  property,  in 
which  to  relocate  themselves. 

Statistics  clearly  indicate  that  during  the  period  July  1,  1960,  to  June  30,  1971, 
governmental  agencies  and  quasi-governmental  agencies  in  the  United  States  will 
expend  in  excess  of  $60  billion  for  right-of-way  and  land  acquisition  for  public 
and  quasi-public  improvements.  It  follows  that  the  Members  of  Congress  should 
realize  and  clearly  understand  that  this  type  of  legislation  could  result  in  an  addi¬ 
tional  and  unnecessary  and  unreasonable  outlay  of  the  taxpayers’  money  that 
could  well  amount  to  between  $7  and  $15  billion,  and  while  an  eyebrow  may  be 
lifted  when  I  include  quasi-public  agencies  having  the  right  of  eminent  domain 
that  would  be  affected  by  this  type  of  legislation,  you  may  feel  that  part  of  this 
huge  sum  would  be  an  outlay  on  the  part  of  the  stockholders  of  public  utilities  and 
other  quasi-public  agencies.  However,  we  submit  that,  under  the  laws  of  our 
Nation,  the  stockholders  are  entitled  to  a  fair  return  on  their  investment  and  any 
increased  capital  investment  obviously  results  in  an  increase  in  rates  and  the  tax¬ 
payers  pay  the  rates. 

I  am  in  complete  agreement  that  all  landowners  and  tenants  in  possession 
should  receive  equal  consideration  and  equal  treatment  by  all  agencies  but  I 
believe  that  the  problem  that  the  General  Services  Administration  has  submitted 
to  the  Congress  which  has  resulted  in  the  introduction  of  H.R.  11199  is  an  attempt 
to  correct  the  results  of  existing  operations  and  conditions  through  a  tremendous 
and  unnecessary  outlay  of  public  funds  rather  than  to  proceed  on  the  basis  of 
correcting  the  problem  at  the  source  as  suggested  above. 

H.R.  11199  proposes  to  “assure  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  housing  to  families 
displaced  by  construction  of  highways  forming  a  part  of  the  Interstate  System” 
and  touches  upon  a  problem  which  appears  simple,  readily  understandable,  and 
easy  of  solution.  The  fact  of  the  matter  is,  the  subject  is  not  simple;  it  is  most 
complex. 

Despite  the  laudable  objective  of  assuring  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  housing 
to  a  certain  sector  of  American  society  which  may  be  displaced  by  public  im¬ 
provements  and  particularly  by  highway  construction  in  the  cost  of  which  the 
Federal  Government  is  participating,  such  a  proposal  and  similar  proposals  should 
be  subject  to  the  usual  tests  of  need.  I  submit  that  there  is  a  serious  question 
as  to  whether  this  type  of  bill  will  represent,  over  all,  remedial  justice.  Because 
this  type  of  legislation  will,  without  a  doubt,  lead  to  similar  types  of  legislation 
at  the  State  level  and  will  only  substantially  increase  the  cost  of  public  and  quasi¬ 
public  improvements  to  the  taxpayers  and  also  to  the  ratepayers,  it  is  urgently 
suggested  that  this  proposed  legislation  be  referred  to  the  Select  Subcommittee 
on  Real  Property  Acquisition  of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  of  the  U.S. 
House  of  Representatives,  under  the  chairmanship  of  Representative  Clifford 
Davis  of  Tennessee,  for  careful  study  and  recommendations  back  to  the  House 
Public  Works  Committee  as  a  whole,  before  this  very  important  legislation  is 
considered  for  enactment. 

In  this  connection,  I  submit  for  your  consideration  the  fact  that  if  a  tenant  in 
possession  is  occupying  the  premises  under  a  lease  agreement  and  there  is  no 
special  provision  to  protect  the  fee  owner  in  case  of  the  property  being  taken 
under  eminent  domain,  the  tenant  in  possession,  under  the  lease,  secures  a  bonus 
payment  consistent  with  the  remaining  value  of  the  lease  and  in  cases  where  the 
tenant  in  possession  is  not  occupying  the  premises  under  the  terms  of  a  lease,  the 
fee  owner,  under  the  legal  provisions  in  all  States,  may  evict  the  tenant  in  posses¬ 
sion  under  presently  prescribed  legal  proceedings. 
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Certainly,  when  governmental  agencies  come  into  possession  of  the  fee  owner¬ 
ship  of  such  occupied  properties,  they  are  at  least  entitled,  under  reasonable 
conditions,  to  exercise  the  same  rights  as  a  private,  individual  owner. 

I  note  with  concern  that  one  of  the  provisions  of  the  proposed  legislation  requires 
that  the  Federal  Government  and  the  State  cannot  enter  into  an  agreement  for 
the  construction  of  an  interstate  highway  project  or  other  Federal-aid  project 
until  the  State  assures  that  there  are  provided,  or  are  being  provided,  housing 
facilities  equal  in  number  to  the  number  of  displaced  individuals  and  families. 
In  addition,  the  facilities  must  be  in  an  area  not  generally  less  desirable  than  the 
area  of  such  project,  etc.;  the  facilities  must  be  “available”  to  the  families.  They 
must  be  “reasonably  accessible”  to  places  of  employment.  The  dwellings  must 
be  at  rental  rates  “within  financial  means  of  the  affected  individuals  and  families.” 

Basically,  the  assurance  w’hich  the  State  is  required  to  make  can  well  lead  to 
arguments  and  contentions  over  such  assurances  which  could  well  bring  the 
interstate  construction  program  to  a  complete  halt  or  to  long  and  critical  delays 
in  completion  of  the  program  for  the  reason  that  allegations  by  any  small  group 
or  any  individual  that  facilities  are  not  equal  in  number  or  are  not  reasonably 
accessible  or  are  in  areas  generally  less  desirable  or  are  not  within  the  financial 
means  of  the  affected  occupant  could  well  become  a  subject  of  almost  endless 
debate  and  could  preclude  the  achieving  of  agreement  so  that  the  proposed, 
federally  financed  project  could  be  initiated. 

The  highway  program  could  become  a  subjective  problem  of  establishing  a 
housing  program  which  was  never  intended  to  be  within  the  concept  of  the 
highway  construction  program  as  this  is  the  function  of  other  governmental 
agencies. 

PAYMENT  OF  MOVING  COSTS  DOES  NOT  GET  AT  THE  ROOT  OF  THE  PROBLEM 

The  real  problem  and  the  solution,  basically,  have  to  do  with  the  time  permitted 
persons  and  families  to  plan  and  make  arrangements  for  necessary  moves. 

If  property  owners  are  suddenly  descended  upon  by  an  importunate  State 
government  and  forced  to  move  in  a  period  of  1,  2,  3  months,  without  any  prior 
notification,  it  is  obvious  that  distress  occurs  and  a  real  burden  is  placed  upon 
property  owners  and  tenants.  Moving  costs  are  one  of  the  burdens. 

But,  if  families  are  given  ample  time,  if  they  have  notification  3  to  6  months 
before  their  property  is  appraised  and  if  they  are  given  ample  and  reasonable 
time  to  consider  the  offer  made  to  them  for  the  property;  if  adequate  time  is 
permitted  to  find  reasonable  substitute  locations:  citizens  so  affected  will  be  able 
in  nearly  all  cases  to  take  care  of  themselves. 

The  root  of  the  problem  goes  to  the  amount  of  time  given  by  the  State  highway 
organization  to  its  citizens.  In  right  of  way  parlance,  this  problem  is  called 
“adequate  leadtime.”  There  must  be  ample  notice;  appraisals  and  negotiations 
cannot,  must  not,  be  achieved  overnight.  Reasonable  time  for  considering  the 
offer  and  for  planning  a  move  must  be  given. 

It  is  a  true,  but  amazing,  commentary  that  adequate  leadtime  in  many  States 
is  not  provided.  It  may  be  premised  that  it  is  this  unwise  rush  to  get  jobs  to 
contract  that  has  caused  serious  disruption  and  hardship. 

Legislation,  if  needed  at  all,  should  go  to  the  heart  of  the  matter.  No  interstate 
project  and  no  State  project  should  be  pushed  without  adequate  leadtime. 

Thoughtful  consideration  of  this  entire  matter  will  lead  the  skilled  observer 
to  question  the  need  (and  indeed  the  wisdom)  of  advocating  any  legislation 
which  attempts  to  control  by  fiat  so  complex  a  matter.  Proper  leadtime  will 
achieve  most  of  the  beneficial  results  desired;  but  leadtime  varies  according  to 
each  project,  each  neighborhood  affected,  each  environment,  etc.  It  is  at  this 
point  that  one  sees  the  importance  of  addressing  local  and  State  administrative 
talent  to  the  specific  problem  of  determining  optimum  leadtime  which  will  bring 
order,  efficiency,  and  equity  into  each  right-of-way  acquisition  program.  Local 
government,  State  government,  and  National  Government  cannot  hide  the  need 
for  efficient  administrative  decision  behind  broad  sweeping  national  legislation 
that  is  ill  advised  and  ill  conceived  and  will  not  go  to  the  root  of  the  matter.  The 
citizens  who  are  paying  for  these  right-of-way  acquisition  programs  deserve 
proper  administrative  decisions  and  adequate  leadtime  in  every  highway  project 
throughout  the  Nation. 

In  conclusion,  we  recognize  that  the  Department  of  Defense,  functioning  through 
the  U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  should  properly  have  the  authorization  they 
now  have  from  the  Congress  to  reimburse  affected  property  owners  and,  in  certain 
cases,  tenants  in  possession,  when  properties  are  being  acquired  on  an  emergency 
basis,  in  connection  with  the  function  of  national  defense. 
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I  also  believe  that  the  Army  Engineers  should  have  the  same  authorization  in 
cases  where  they  are  concerned  with  emergency  flood  control  projects  to  protect 
the  lives  and  property  of  the  citizens  of  our  Nation.  I  am  aware  that,  under 
these  two  sets  of  circumstances,  there  have  been  in  the  past  and  will  be  again 
in  the  future  cases  where  these  two  vitally  important  governmental  functions 
require  the  initiation  of  eminent  domain  proceedings  and  the  necessity  for  the 
parties  in  possession  to  vacate  the  premises  and  remove  all  personal  property  on 
extremely  short  notice. 

I  also  recognize  the  justification  for  similar  relocation  payments  under  the 
nationwide  redevelopment  program  where  privately  owned  property  is  taken  by 
a  governmental  agency,  under  the  threat  of  eminent  domain,  with  the  acquired 
property  later  being  deeded  back,  in  most  cases,  into  private  ownership  for  the 
obvious  financial  benefit  of  the  acquiring,  private  owner. 

I  submit  that  the  two  types  of  cases  above  referred  to  and  perhaps  in  a  very 
limited  number  of  other  governmental  operations,  reimbursement  for  a  relocation 
should  be  considered  but,  in  conclusion,  I  submit  for  your  consideration  that  a 
sound,  well-coordinated  program  of  procedure,  allowing  proper  lead  time  for  the 
right-of-way  acquisition  function  will  represent  only  a  minimum  of  delay  in  the 
completion  of  the  nationwide  system  of  highways  in  the  cost  of  which  the  Federal 
Government  is  participating  and  with  competent,  efficient,  and  honest  right-of- 
way  acquisition  procedures  by  properly  trained  and  experienced  right-of-way 
personnel,  the  necessity  for  this  type  of  legislation  can  be  eliminated. 

1  further  point  out  to  you  that  it  is  unreasonable  and  unfair  to  penalize  all  of 
the  State  highway  right-of-way  departments  and  all  of  the  taxpayers,  because  of 
the  “sins  of  omission”  on  the  part  of  a  very  limited  number  of  governmental 
agencies. 

QUALIFICATIONS  OF  FRANK  C.  BALFOUR 

1920-30:  Private  real  estate  broker,  specializing  in  real  estate  financing  in 
southern  California. 

1930  (January  1,  1961,  date  of  retirement):  Employed  as  right-of-way  agent 
by  California  Division  of  Highways. 

1941-61:  Chief  right-of-way  agent,  California  State  Highway  Right-of-Way 
Department. 

1946-59:  Chairman,  Right-of-Way  Committee,  American  Association  of  State 
Highway  Officials. 

1934:  Founder,  American  Right-of-Way  Association. 

1946-57:  National  chairman,  American  Right-of-Way  Association. 

1957-61:  National  executive  vice  chairman,  American  Right-of-Way  Associa¬ 
tion. 

1961  to  date:  Full-time  national  executive  vice  chairman,  American  Right-of- 
Way  Association. 

Mr.  Johnson.  Might  I  make  a  brief  reply  to  Mr.  Scherer’s  state¬ 
ment? 

Mr.  Fallon.  Certainly. 

Mr.  Johnson.  I  think  we  in  California  have  treated  many  of  the 
people  pretty  nearly  the  way  you  would  want  them  treated  in  this 
particular  piece  of  legislation,  although  it  is  not  a  matter  of  law. 
I  had  a  pretty  thorough  discussion  with  Mr.  Womack  when  he  was 
here,  and  I  have  also  talked  many  times  with  Mr.  Balfour.  He  was 
our  chief  right-of-way  acquisition  agent  or  representative.  When  I 
was  in  the  State  senate  we  went  into  this  very  thoro uglily.  We 
advanced  a  $50  million  fund  as  a  revolving  fund  for  the  acquisition 
of  rights-of-way  in  advance  of  the  highway  projects. 

I  think  in  many,  many  instances  our  right-of-way  people  in  their 
negotiations  with  the  property  owners,  took  care  of  the  very  thing 
we  are  talking  about  in  this  particular  piece  of  legislation.  There 
was  a  time  when  we  did  not  do  that,  but  lately  we  have  been  giving 
consideration  to  many  of  these  people  who  are  affected  and  displaced 
because  of  our  highway  program  in  California.  This  is  the  very 
treatment  you  ask  for  in  this  legislation. 
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By  virtue  of  the  fact  that  the  legislature  made  available  this  $50 
million  revolving  fund  for  the  acquisition  of  rights-of-way,  it  gave  us 
ample  lead  time  with  reference  to  all  of  these  projects.  Advanced 
planning  in  California  is  about  as  good  as  you  can  have  it  at  the 
present  time,  I  think. 

Mr.  Scherer.  I  think  that  is  right. 

Mr.  Johnson.  We  are  giving  consideration  to  every  person.  I 
happened  to  be  very  close  to  this  when  I  was  mayor  of  a  little  city. 
We  had  a  big  freeway  go  right  through  the  middle  of  town,  and  it 
took  out  half  of  the  town  when  it  went  through  there.  I  know  in 
those  negotiations  back  in  1947  and  1948,  things  were  not  so  good. 
Our  right-of-way  people  did  not  give  them  the  consideration  they  are 
giving  them  now.  Our  people  were  very  adversely  affected  by  having 
to  move  and  find  new  places  to  live,  but  from  that  time  on,  since  the 
legislature  provided  the  revolving  fund  for  the  acquisition  of  the  right- 
of-way,  they  have  given  much  fairer  treatment  to  the  people  affected 
and  displaced  by  the  location  of  our  highways. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Mr.  Balfour  in  that  statement  discusses  in  detail 
just  what  you  testified  to,  and  points  out  that  what  has  been  done  in 
California  is  now  being  done  in  many  States,  and  could  be  done  in 
all  States,  but  he  comes  to  the  conclusion  that  the  provision  with 
reference  to  displaced  persons  in  the  Buckley  bill  should  not  be  in¬ 
cluded  in  Federal  legislation. 

Mr.  Johnson.  That  might  be  Mr.  Balfour’s  statement  now,  but 
Mr.  Balfour,  when  he  was  with  our  right-of-way  division,  through 
the  school  of  hard  knocks  finally  came  around  to  giving  the  people 
the  treatment  that  this  bill  calls  for;  it  is  not  a  written  law  in  Cali¬ 
fornia,  but  they  are  doing  it  now. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Do  you  pay  for  moving  costs  in  California? 

Mr.  Johnson.  Well,  almost. 

Mr.  Scherer.  I  didn’t  gather  you  paid  any  moving  costs  from 
Balfour’s  statement. 

Mr.  Johnson.  I  couldn’t  say  because  the  negotiators  who  negotiate 
with  the  individuals  whose  properties  are  affected,  are  giving  very 
broad  consideration  to  the  overall  effects  on  the  people  who  are 
involved.  This  is  not  a  written  law  in  California. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Baldwin. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Mr.  Johnson,  you  do  not  dispute  the  fact,  however, 
that  the  telegram  from  the  Governor  indicates  only  the  Governor’s 
views  and  does  not  indicated  that  Air.  Womack  changed  his  views? 
Is  that  right? 

Air.  Johnson.  No;  I  don’t  want  to  speak  for  Mr.  Womack.  He 
is  very  able  to  speak  on  this  subject  himself.  I  merely  read  the 
Governor’s  statement,  but  the  Governor,  in  sending  this  telegram, 
acknowledged  the  fact  that  Mr.  Womack  had  been  here  on  April  17 
and  testified  with  respect  to  these  matters;  but  in  the  telegram  it 
appears  to  me  the  Governor  points  our  that  Mr.  Womack  appeared 
here  as  president  of  the  national  association,  the  American  Association 
of  State  Highway  Officials,  and  presented  the  views  of  the  legislation 
committee  of  that  association,  who  had  met  and  adopted  certain 
policies. 

Air.  Fallon.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Johnson. 


196 


FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1962 


We  are  honored  now  to  have  one  of  our  former  committee  members 
and  colleagues,  Mr.  Trimble. 

I  want  you  to  feel  just  as  much  at  home  here  now  as  when  you  were 
a  member. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  J.  W.  TRIMBLE,  A  MEMBER  OF  CONGRESS 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  ARKANSAS 

Mr.  Trimble.  Yes,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  spent  some  very  pleasant 
and  happy  years  with  this  committee. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  the  Forest 
Service  people  in  my  area  tell  me  one  of  the  greatest  needs  for  our 
national  forests  is  for  additional  funds  to  maintain  and  improve  roads. 

Timber,  recreation,  and  other  developments  are  being  accelerated 
in  our  forest  program.  Without  good  roads  this  work  will  not  be  as 
effective  as  it  should  be. 

It  is  my  hope  you  can  recommend  substantial  increases  in  the 
authorizations  for  the  forest  highway  system  and  for  forest  roads  and 
trails. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Thank  you,  Judge  Trimble.  We  certainly  will  give 
full  consideration  to  you  wishes. 

We  well  now  hear  from  another  colleague,  Mr.  Olsen. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  ARNOLD  OLSEN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  MONTANA 

Mr.  Olsen.  Mr.  Chairman,  increased  Government  funds  for  con¬ 
struction  of  national  forest  access  roads  is  not  the  only  need  of  the 
forest  industry  and  will  not  correct  all  of  the  problems  of  the  forest 
products  industry. 

However,  forest  access  roads  constructed  by  public  funds  will  ac¬ 
complish  important  conclusions. 

First,  obtain  for  the  Nation  the  kind  of  roads  necessary  to  reach 
the  objectives  of  multiple  use  of  the  national  forests,  such  as  (a)  out¬ 
door  recreation,  (6)  range  grazing,  (c)  timber  production,  (d)  water¬ 
shed  development,  and  ( e )  wildlife  and  fishing  activity.  A  timber 
purchaser  can  only  be  required  to  build  the  type  of  road  which  a 
"prudent  operator”  would  find  necessary  to  remove  the  timber  for  a 
particular  sale.  A  timber  purchaser  should  not  be  forced  to  build 
roads  to  serve  the  needs  of  other  users.  The  road  constructed  by  the 
timber  purchaser  is  a  good  road  for  this  purpose,  but  not  sufficient 
for  the  new  multiple  user.  In  Montana  we  will  probably  need  both 
kinds  of  roads. 

Second,  forest  development  roads  would  be  built  to  higher  standards 
for  all  users  and  economically  if  professional  road  contractors  were  to 
participate  competitively  in  the  program. 

Third,  the  local  governments  (schools  and  counties)  would  receive 
more  revenue  if  the  roads  were  built  by  appropriated  moneys  rather 
than  by  the  timber  purchasers.  The  cost  of  the  road  built  by  timber 
purchasers  is  deducted  from  the  price  obtained  for  the  timber,  the 
stumpage;  thus,  the  local  government’s  share,  which  is  25  percent  of 
the  gross  receipts,  would  be  correspondingly  reduced.  Correspond¬ 
ence  from  county  commissioners  in  my  district  advocate  increased 
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appropriations  for  the  construction  of  forest  development  and  access 
roads  for  this  reason. 

Fourth,  a  recent  engineering  study  by  region  6  of  the  Forest  Service 
discloses  that  maintenance  and  hauling  costs  for  the  timber  operators 
themselves  as  well  as  reconstruction  and  maintenance  cost  of  roads 
built  by  timber  purchasers  for  the  Government  makes  such  roads 
most  expensive.  The  study  concludes  there  is  poor  economy  in  such 
timber-purchaser-constructed  roads  and  bridges. 

Fifth,  the  multiple-use  road  is  absolutely  demanded  by  the  new 
users — the  number  of  recreation  visits  in  the  national  forests  have 
veritably  exploded  and  will  certainly  double  from  the  100  million  at 
the  present  time  to  200  million  by  the  end  of  only  10  more  years. 

Sixth,  the  national  economy  will  require  a  timber  harvest  of  at  least 
13  billion  board  feet  2  years  from  now,  compared  with  the  11.2  billion 
board  feet  of  last  year.  Last  month,  I  joined  with  other  western 
Congressmen  urging  the  President  to  increase  his  then  recommenda¬ 
tions  of  $40  million  for  fiscal  year  1963.  He  declined  to  increase  them 
to  the  level  that  I  then  suggested.  However,  I  understand  that  he 
will  accept  higher  figures  than  those  communicated  to  the  Congress 
last  September.  As  a  compromise,  I  sincerely  and  vigorously  recom¬ 
mend  to  the  committee  that  you  authorize  an  additional  $10  million, 
making  a  total  of  $50  million  for  next  year;  $70  million  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $85  million  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1965.  These  additional  amounts  would  reflect  themselves 
in  Montana  by  almost  doubling  the  $3.6  million  of  1961  to  $6.1 
million  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  1965.  This  additional  would  be  a 
great  assistance  to  the  timber  purchasers  because  it  would  materially 
reduce  their  costs.  And  very  rightly  so,  because  the  burden  of  con¬ 
structing  the  roads  into  the  forest  should  no  longer  be  solely  that  of 
the  timber  purchaser.  Timber  purchasers  pay  all  the  kinds  of  taxes 
that  are  paid  by  other  highway  users  and  they  are  entitled  to  their 
share  of  the  public  investment.  And,  as  I  have  said,  the  other  users 
of  the  forest  are  entitled  to  better  roads,  too. 

Thank  you  for  your  early  consideration  of  H.R.  9725  and  H.R. 
11199  and  that  they  be  amended  as  I  have  recommended. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Thank  3Tou,  Congressman  Olsen. 

Our  next  witness  this  morning  is  representing  the  Consulting 
Engineers  Council,  Mr.  C.  C.  Pate. 

Mr.  Pate,  are  you  accompanied  here  by  Mr.  Kahl? 

Mr.  Pate.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Kahl,  would  you  like  to  come  up  and  accompany 
Mr.  Pate? 

STATEMENT  OF  C.  C.  PATE,  CONSULTING  ENGINEER,  TULSA, 

OKLA.;  ACCOMPANIED  BY  WILLIAM  R.  KAHL,  BALTIMORE,  MD., 

REPRESENTING  THE  CONSULTING  ENGINEERS  COUNCIL 

Mr.  Pate.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I 
wish  to  express  the  appreciation  of  the  entire  membership  of  the 
Consulting  Engineers  Council  for  the  opportunity  of  appearing  before 
you  today. 

My  name  is  Charles  C.  Pate,  a  consulting  engineer  of  Tulsa,  Okla., 
and  I  am  speaking  as  a  past  president  of  the  Consulting  Engineers 
Council  on  behalf  of  the  membership.  The  council  is  a  national 
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organization  consisting  of  33  independent  State  and  regional  associa¬ 
tions  with  a  combined  membership  of  approximately  1,550  consulting 
engineering  firms  serving  their  clients  through  the  private  practice 
of  engineering. 

The  independent  consulting  engineering  firms  in  the  United  States, 
the  majority  of  which  are  members  of  the  Consulting  Engineers 
Council,  firmly  believe  that  the  position  of  preeminence  among 
nations  held  by  the  United  States  is  primarily  due  to  our  past  and 
continued  adherence  to  the  principle  of  private  enterprise  which 
includes  the  right  of  self-determination  for  each  individual.  Under 
this  concept,  there  is  a  definite  incentive  for  each  individual  to  do 
his  utmost  to  excel  in  the  profession  of  his  choice.  The  engineer  in 
private  practice  has  made  that  free  choice  of  a  profession  not  because 
of  assurances  of  an  exceptionally  profitable  career  or  continued  security 
based  on  longevity  of  service,  but  he  has  chosen  his  particular  profes¬ 
sion  in  the  firm  belief  that  he  has  the  knowledge  to  furnish  a  service 
to  his  clients  that  will  be  of  extreme  value  to  them.  This  concept  of 
freedom  of  choice  of  a  profession  by  the  individual  also  carries  with 
it  a  responsibility  to  perform  the  services  required  to  the  best  of  his 
ability  at  the  lowest  ultimate  total  cost  to  the  client  for  the  completion 
of  the  project  and  placing  it  in  service.  The  members  of  the  Con¬ 
sulting  Engineers  Council  have  reiterated  that  policy  on  several 
occasions  and  are  hound  by  it  when  serving  either  individual  clients 
or  various  governmental  agencies  on  public  works. 

Our  purpose  in  appearing  before  this  subcommittee  is  to  present 
the  views  of  our  members  for  inclusion  of  clarifying  legislation  to 
allow  a  more  general  use  of  the  qualified  engineers  and  engineering 
firms  in  private  practice  in  this  program  to  the  benefit  of  Government. 
An  indication  of  the  benefits  derived  by  using  engineers  in  private 
practice  was  contained  in  Mr.  B.  D.  Tallamy’s  letter  to  the  General 
Accounting  Office: 

*  *  *  work  under  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act,  of  1956,  could  not  have  gotten 
off  the  ground  if  consulting  engineers  had  not  been  utilized  in  many  States.  We 
do  not  agree  that  the  use  of  consulting  engineers  has  increased  costs. 

*  *  *  The  use  of  consulting  engineers  for  some  of  the  work  gives  the  States 
greater  flexibility;  enables  them  to  secure  experts  for  specialized  problems  particu¬ 
larly  in  urban  areas;  brings  fresh,  unbiased  thinking  into  solving  problems;  creates 
incentive  for  better  production  of  the  States’  forces  by  providing  a  yardstick  of 
accomplishment;  and  enables  work  to  be  accomplished  that  would  be  impossible 
otherwise. 

We  clo  not  believe  that  the  present  Federal  Aid  Highway  Acts  and 
the  amendments  thereto  are  unduly  restrictive  to  the  use  of  consulting 
engineering  firms  in  private  practice  but  as  they  are  presently  written 
they  have  been  Interpreted  by  the  1957  regulations  for  the  adminis¬ 
tration  of  Federal  aid  for  highways  as  issued  by  the  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads,  Department  of  Commerce,  and  implemented  at  the  local  level 
by  Bureau  of  Public  Roads’  officials  in  a  more  restrictive  manner. 
Under  the  definition,  as  contained  in  title  23,  United  States  Code,  the 
State  highway  department  is  described  in  section  302,  as  follows: 

Sec.  302.  State  Highway  Department:  (a)  Any  State  desiring  to  avail  itself  of 
the  provisions  of  this  title  shall  have  a  State  highway  department  which  shall 
have  adequate  powers,  and  be  suitably  equipped  and  organized  to  discharge  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  the  duties  required  by  this  title. 
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This  definition  is  further  enlarged  under  “Part  II:  Regulations,” 
paragraph  1.11,  engineering  services,  subparagraph  (d). 

Private  engineering  organizations  may  be  utilized  on  projects  in  accordance 
with  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Administrator. 

The  1957  regulations  for  the  administration  of  Federal  aid  for 
highways  as  issued  by  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  Department  of 
Commerce,  for  the  guidance  of  the  regional  and  State  representatives, 
state  the  following: 

(3)  The  services  of  consulting  engineers  and  private  engineering  organizations 
may  be  utilized  on  a  contract  basis  for  design,  preparation  of  plans,  specifications, 
and  estimates,  and  in  special  cases  for  construction  engineering  other  than  general 
supervision,  only  under  one  or  more  of  the  following  circumstances:  (i)  The  work 
is  of  unusual  character  requiring  highly  specialized  knowledge  and  experience; 
(ii)  it  would  not  be  possible  to  enlarge  the  staff  of  personnel  available  to  the  State 
so  as  to  perform  the  engineering  services  on  the  project  within  a  reasonable  time; 
or  (iii)  the  State  has  a  program  substantially  larger  than  normal  or  expected  in 
future  years  and  it  desires  to  employ  consulting  engineers  rather  than  build  up 
its  organization  for  a  comparatively  short  period. 

In  other  words,  where  they  do  not  have  personnel  that  can  properly 
perform  the  services. 

These  regulations  have  frequently  been  interpreted  by  Admin¬ 
istrators  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  of  some  State  highway 
departments  to  mean  that  the  State  highway  department  shall,  in 
all  instances,  maintain  a  sufficiently  large  organization  to  perform 
the  preliminary  planning,  administration,  and  supervisory  construc¬ 
tion  of  highways,  and  in  addition  be  sufficiently  staffed  to  perform 
all  of  the  intricate  design,  location  surveys,  and  construction  inspec¬ 
tion  required  to  insure  complete  compliance  with  the  established 
and  acceptable  standards.  Compliance  with  this  request  from  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  to  meet  peak  demands  results  in  an  over- 
staffing  of  State  highway  departments.  This  often  results  in  the 
employment  of  personnel  who  have  been  inadequately  trained  for  the 
services  required  and  reduces  the  overall  efficiency.  We  believe  that 
a  more  liberal  use  of  consulting  engineers  working  under  the  general 
supervision  of  the  State  highway  department  will  provide  these 
services  when  needed  in  a  much  more  efficient  method  than  a  policy 
of  overstaffing  and  expanding  present  State  highway  departments 
beyond  a  reasonable  limit. 

The  question  has  often  been  raised,  Is  this  not  more  expensive? 
No,  it  is  not,  because  you  use  them  only  when  you  need  them,  and 
then  they  are  off  the  payroll.  When  a  State  staffs  up  beyond  their 
normal  needs,  that  staffing  usually  is  retained  through  the  period  of 
slack  work,  and  it  is  a  continuing  cost. 

Any  rapid  expansion  of  an  organization  either  private  or  govern¬ 
mental  invites  and  often  results  in  both  inefficiency  and  waste  of 
professional  talent.  In  this  age  of  explosive  expansion  of  technology, 
it  is  incumbent  upon  all  of  us  to  utilize  the  professional  engineers  to 
the  best  interest  of  the  general  public.  This  theory  has  been  expressed 
in  a  position  paper  written  for,  and  approved  by,  the  following  na¬ 
tional  engineering  organizations  on  August  14,  1961: 

American  Institute  of  Consulting  Engineers. 

American  Road  Builders  Association. 

American  Society  of  Civil  Engineers. 

Consulting  Engineers  Council. 

National  Society  of  Professional  Engineers. 
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The  text  of  this  position  paper  is  attached  as  an  appendix  to  this 
presentation  and  the  following  excerpts  therefrom  indicate  the  be¬ 
liefs  of  the  engineers  in  private  practice  on  the  most  efficient  method 
of  providing  these  services  on  Government  projects: 

(4)  Engineering  for  Government  at  all  levels  is  best  accomplished  by  the 
effective  use  of  the  professional  skills  and  experiences  of  engineers  both  in  private 
practice  and  in  Government  service. 

(5)  Staffing  of  public  agencies  for  engineering  purposes  beyond  reasonable 
levels  necessary  to  insure  continuity,  effective  planning,  administration,  and  con¬ 
trol  of  public  works  projects  is  unwarranted. 

(6)  In  the  national  interest,  a  healthy  reservoir  of  engineering  talent  in  all  its 
branches  must  always  be  maintained  so  that  in  emergencies  sufficient  manpower 
can  be  immediately  organized  to  design  and  oversee  construction  of  vitally  essen¬ 
tial  ii  ilitary  facilities  and  public  works.  Recent  wars  have  demonstrated  the 
inestimable  value  of  the  rapid  availability  of  thousands  of  competent  engineers 
in  private  practice. 

Engineers  in  private  practice  and  those  in  public  service  have 
similar  abilities,  ingenuity,  and  the  desire  to  further  the  highway 
program  of  our  country,  and  the  Congress  has  been  so  advised  of  the 
capabilities  of  both.  We,  therefore,  suggest  the  elimination  of  the 
need  for  further  interpretation  of  the  intent  of  Congress,  that  private 
enterprise,  upon  which  our  country  was  founded,  be  recognized  in 
the  engineering  of  the  highway  program.  This  can  be  accomplished 
by  revising  chapter  3,  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  section  302(a) 
to  read  as  follows: 

(a)  Any  State  desiring  to  avail  itself  of  the  provisions  of  this  title  shall  have  a 
State  highway  department  which  shall  have  adequate  powers,  and  be  suitably 
equipped  with  direct  staff  and  retained  consulting  engineering  services  and  so 
organized  to  discharge  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  the  duties  required 
by  this  title.  Among  other  things,  the  organization  shall  include  a  secondary 
road  unit. 

We  have  added  the  italicized  words.  The  only  thing  we  have 
added  there  is  a  reference  to  the  direct  staff  and  retained  consulting 
engineering  services,  which,  in  other  words,  would  be  classed  as  the 
organization  of  the  State  highway  department  which  would  allow 
them  in  emergencies  to  use  available  engineers  in  private  practice 
to  supplement  their  own  groups,  and  still  come  under  the  requirement 
that  they  be  organized  to  perform  the  services. 

We  appreciate  this  opportunity  to  appear  before  you  this  morning 
and  leave  this  report  with  you. 

Mr.  Fallon.  If  there  is  no  objection,  the  entire  statement  of  Mr. 
Pate  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  at  this  point. 

(The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Pate  is  as  follows :) 

Statement  of  Consulting  Engineers  Council 

RECOMMENDATION  FOR  LEGISLATIVE  REVISION - SUPFORTING  STATEMENT  ATTACHED 

Engineers  in  private  practice  and  those  in  public  service  have  similar  abilities, 
ingenuity,  and  the  desire  to  further  the  highway  program  of  our  country,  and  the 
Congress  has  been  so  advised  of  the  capabilities  of  both.  We,  therefore,  suggest 
the  elimination  of  the  need  for  further  interpretation  of  the  intent  of  Congress 
that  private  enterprise,  upon  which  our  country  was  founded,  be  recognized  in 
the  engineering  of  the  highway  program.  This  can  be  accomplished  by  revising 
chapter  3  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  section  302(a)  to  read  as  follows: 

“(a)  Any  State  desiring  to  avail  itself  of  the  provisions  of  this  title  shall  have 
a  State  highway  department  which  shall  have  adequate  powers,  and  be  suitably 
equipped  with  direct  staff  and  retained  consulting  engineering  services  and  so  organ- 
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ized  to  discharge  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  the  duties  required  by  this 
title.  Among  other  things,  the  organization  shall  include  a  secondary  road  unit.” 
[Emphasis  supplied.] 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  wish  to  express  the  appre¬ 
ciation  of  the  entire  membership  of  the  Consulting  Engineers  Council  for  the 
opportunity  of  appearing  before  you  today. 

My  name  is  Charles  C.  Pate,  a  consulting  engineer  of  Tulsa,  Okla.,  and  I  am 
speaking  as  a  past  president  of  the  Consulting  Engineers  Council  on  behalf  of 
the  membership.  The  council  is  a  national  organization  consisting  of  33  inde¬ 
pendent  State  and  regional  associations  with  a  combined  membership  of  approxi¬ 
mately  1,550  consulting  engineering  firms  serving  their  clients  through  the  private 
practice  of  engineering. 

The  independent  consulting  engineering  firms  in  the  United  States,  the  majority 
of  which  are  members  of  the  Consulting  Engineers  Council,  firmly  believe  that 
the  position  of  preeminence  among  nations  held  by  the  United  States  is  primarily 
due  to  our  past  and  continued  adherence  to  the  principle  of  private  enterprise 
which  includes  the  right  of  self-determination  for  each  individual.  Under  this 
concept,  there  is  a  definite  incentive  for  each  individual  to  do  his  utmost  to  excel 
in  the  profession  of  his  choice.  The  engineer  in  private  practice  has  made  that 
free  choice  of  a  profession  not  because  of  assurances  of  an  exceptionally  profitable 
career  or  continued  security  based  on  longevity  of  service,  but  he  has  chosen 
his  particular  profession  in  the  firm  belief  that  he  has  the  knowledge  to  furnish  a 
service  to  his  clients  that  will  be  of  extreme  value  to  them.  This  concept  of 
freedom  of  choice  of  a  profession  by  the  individual  also  carries  with  it  a  responsi¬ 
bility  to  perform  the  services  required  to  the  best  of  his  ability  at  the  lowest 
ultimate  total  cost  to  the  client  for  the  completion  of  the  project  and  placing  it 
in  service.  The  members  of  the  Consulting  Engineers  Council  have  reiterated 
that  policy  on  several  occasions  and  are  bound  by  it  when  serving  either  individ¬ 
ual  clients  or  various  governmental  agencies  on  public  works. 

Our  purpose  in  appearing  before  this  subcommittee  is  to  present  the  views  of 
our  members  for  inclusion  of  clarifying  legislation  to  allow  a  more  general  use  of 
the  qualified  engineers  and  engineering  firms  in  private  practice  in  this  program 
to  the  benefit  of  government.  An  indication  of  the  benefits  derived  by  using 
engineers  in  private  practice  was  contained  in  Mr.  B.  D.  Tallamy’s  letter  to  the 
General  Accounting  Office: 

“*  *  *  work  under  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  could  not  have  gotten 
off  the  ground  if  consulting  engineers  had  not  been  utilized  in  many  States. 
We  do  not  agree  that  the  use  of  consulting  engineers  has  increased  costs. 

“*  *  *  The  use  of  consulting  engineers  for  some  of  the  work  gives  the  States 
greater  flexibility;  enables  them  to  secure  experts  for  specialized  problems  par¬ 
ticularly  in  urban  areas;  brings  fresh,  unbiased  thinking  into  solving  problems; 
creates  incentive  for  better  production  of  the  States’  forces  by  providing  a  yard¬ 
stick  of  accomplishment;  and  enables  work  to  be  accomplished  that  would  be 
impossible  otherwise.” 

We  do  not  believe  that  the  present  Federal-Aid  Highway  Acts  and  the  amend¬ 
ments  thereto  are  unduly  restrictive  to  the  use  of  consulting  engineering  firms  in 
private  practice  but  as  they  are  presently  written  they  have  been  interpreted  by 
the  1957  Regulations  of  the  Administration  of  Federal  Aid  for  Highways  as  issued 
by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  Department  of  Commerce,  and  implemented  at 
the  local  level  by  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  officials  in  a  more  restrictive  manner. 
Under  the  definition,  as  contained  in  title  23,  United  States  Code,  the  State  high¬ 
way  department  is  described  in  section  302  as  follows: 

“Section  302.  State  Highway  Department. — (a)  Any  State  desiring  to 
avail  itself  of  the  provisions  of  this  title  shall  have  a  State  highway  department 
which  shall  have  adequate  powers,  and  be  suitably  equipped  and  organized  to 
discharge  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  the  duties  required  by  this  title.” 

This  definition  is  further  enlarged  under  “Part  II — Regulations,”  paragraph 
1.11,  “Engineering  Services,”  subparagraph  (d) : 

“Private  engineering  organizations  may  be  utilized  on  projects  in  accordance 
with  requirements  prescribed  by  the  Administrator.” 

The  1957  Regulations  for  the  Administration  of  Federal  Aid  for  Highways  as 
issued  by  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  Department  of  Commerce,  for  the  guidance  of 
the  regional  and  State  representatives,  state  the  following: 

“(3)  The  services  of  consulting  engineers  and  private  engineering  organizations 
may  be  utilized  on  a  contract  basis  for  design,  preparation  of  plans,  specifications, 
and  estimates,  and  in  special  cases  for  construction  engineering  other  than  general 
supervision,  only  under  one  or  more  of  the  following  circumstances:  (i)  The  work 
is  of  unusual  character  requiring  highly  specilaized  knowledge  and  experience; 
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(ii)  it  would  not  be  possible  to  enlarge  the  staff  of  personnel  available  to  the  State 
so  as  to  perform  the  engineering  services  on  the  project  within  a  resonable  time; 
or  (iii)  the  State  has  a  program  substantially  larger  than  normal  or  expected  in 
future  years  and  it  desires  to  employ  consulting  engineers  rather  than  build  up  its 
organization  for  a  comparatively  short  period.” 

These  regulations  have  frequently  been  interpreted  by  Administrators  of  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  of  some  State  highway  departments  to  mean  that  the 
State  highway  department  shall,  in  all  instances,  maintain  a  sufficiently  large 
organization  to  perform  the  preliminary  planning,  administration,  and  supervisory 
construction  of  highways,  and  in  addition  be  sufficiently  staffed  to  perform  all 
of  the  intricate  design,  location  surveys,  and  construction  inspection  required  to 
insure  complete  compliance  with  the  established  and  acceptable  standards. 
Compliance  with  this  request  from  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  to  meet  peak 
demands  results  in  an  overstaffing  of  State  highway  departments.  This  often 
results  in  the  employment  of  personnel  who  have  been  inadequately  trained  for  the 
services  required  and  reduces  the  overall  efficiency.  We  believe  that  a  more 
liberal  use  of  consulting  engineers  working  under  the  general  supervision  of  the 
State  highway  department  will  provide  these  services  when  needed  in  a  much 
more  efficient  method  than  a  policy  of  overstaffing  and  expanding  present  State 
highway  departments  beyond  a  reasonable  limit. 

Any  rapid  expansion  of  an  organization  either  private  or  governmental  invites 
and  often  results  in  both  inefficiency  and  waste  of  professional  talent.  In  this 
age  of  explosive  expansion  of  technology,  it  is  incumbent  upon  all  of  us  to  utilize 
the  professional  engineers  to  the  best  interest  of  the  general  public.  This  theory 
has  been  expressed  in  a  Position  Paper  written  for,  and  approved  by,  the  following 
national  engineering  organizations  on  August  14,  1961:  American  Institute  of 
Consulting  Engineers,  American  Road  Builders  Association,  American  Society  of 
Civil  Engineers,  Consulting  Engineers  Council,  National  Society  of  Professional 
Engineers. 

The  text  of  this  Position  Paper  is  attached  as  an  appendix  to  this  presentation 
and  the  following  excerpts  therefrom  indicate  the  beliefs  of  the  engineers  in 
private  practice  on  the  most  efficient  method  of  providing  these  services  on 
Government  projects: 

“(4)  Engineering  for  government  at  all  levels  is  best  accomplished  by  the 
effective  use  of  the  professional  skills  and  experiences  of  engineers  both  in  private 
practice  and  in  government  service. 

“(5)  Staffing  of  public  agencies  for  engineering  purposes  beyond  reasonable 
levels  necessary  to  insure  continuity,  effective  planning,  administration,  and 
control  of  public  works  projects  is  unwarranted. 

“(6)  In  the  national  interest,  a  healthy  reservoir  of  engineering  talent  in  all 
its  branches  must  always  be  maintained  so  that  in  emergencies  sufficient  man¬ 
power  can  be  immediately  organized  to  design  and  oversee  construction  of  vitally 
essential  military  facilities  and  public  works.  Recent  wars  have  demonstrated 
the  inestimable  value  of  the  rapid  availability  of  thousands  of  competent  engineers 
in  private  practice.” 

Engineers  in  private  practice  and  those  in  public  service  have  similar  abilities, 
ingenuity,  and  the  desire  to  further  the  highway  program  of  our  country,  and  the 
Congress  has  been  so  advised  of  the  capabilities  of  both.  We,  therefore,  suggest 
the  elimination  of  the  need  for  further  interpretation  of  the  intent  of  Congress, 
that  private  enterprise,  upon  which  our  country  was  founded,  be  recognized  in 
the  engineering  of  the  highway  program.  This  can  be  accomplished  by  revising 
chapter  3,  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  section  302(a)  to  read  as  follows: 

“(a)  Any  State  desiring  to  avail  itself  of  the  provisions  of  this  title  shall  have  a 
State  highway  department  which  shall  have  adequate  powers,  and  be  suitably 
equipped  with  direct  staff  and  retained  consulting  engineering  services  and  so 
organized  to  discharge  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  the  duties  required 
by  this  title.  Among  other  things,  the  organization  shall  include  a  secondary 
road  unit.”  [Emphasis  supplied.] 

POSITION  PAPER  ON  ENGINEERING  FOR  GOVERNMENT 

(Adopted  Aug.  14,  1961,  by  Coordinating  Committee  on  Relations  of  Engineers 
in  private  practice  with  Government) 

Introductory 

The  coordinating  committee  is  a  joint  committee  originally  created  by  five 
professional  engineering  organizations  of  national  scope.  The  purpose  of  the 
committee  is  to  coordinate  efforts  of  the  represented  organizations  in  developing 
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unassailable  facts  and  sound  policies  for  use  of  engineers  and  architects  in  practice 
on  public  works  financed  by  local,  State,  or  National  Government. 

The  committee  was  formally  organized  October  24,  1960.  It  is  comprised  of  the 
following  officially  appointed  representatives: 

American  Institute  of  Consulting  Engineers:  James  P.  Exum,  New  York;  It.  H. 

Tatlow,  III,  New  York. 

American  Road  Builders  Association,  Engineering  Division:  Maurice  N.  Quade, 

New  York;  George  B.  Hills,  Jacksonville. 

American  Society  of  Civil  Engineers:  Mason  G.  Lockwood,  Houston;  Gustav  J. 

Requardt,  Baltimore.  — 

Consulting  Engineers  Council:  Hueston  M.  Smith,  St.  Louis;  John  G.  Reutter, 

Camden. 

National  Society  of  Professional  Engineers:  L.  M.  VanDoren,  Topeka;  Stanley  A. 

Michael,  Omaha. 

V.  Weaver  Smith,  New  York,  was  appointed  as  an  observer  by  engineers  joint 

council. 

At  its  first  meeting,  the  committee  directed  a  subcommittee  to  draft  a  position 
statement  on  engineering  for  government.  A  revised  draft  of  the  subcommittee 
statement  was  subsequently  adopted  unanimously  by  the  coordinating  committee. 

Position  Paper 

Engineers  in  the  employ  of  Government,  educational  or  other  nonprofit  in¬ 
stitutions  constitute  a  vital  segment  of  the  engineering  manpower  resources  of  the 
Nation.  The  balance  of  the  engineering  resources  of  the  country  is  comprised  of 
the  equally  vital  pool  of  engineering  employees  and  principals  of  private  enterprise 
concerns.  The  latter  group  includes  the  human  and  other  resources  of  firms  in  the 
private  practice  of  engineering — traditionally,  but  now  somewhat  less  aptly, 
called  consulting  engineers. 

Under  the  American  concept,  the  engineering  needs  of  Government  historically 
have  been  obtained  through  combined  utilization  of  publicly  employed  engineering 
staffs  and  engineers  in  private  enterprise,  the  services  of  the  latter  being  procured 
through  appropriate  contracting  procedures  between  Government  and  pro¬ 
fessionally  qualified  private  concerns.  There  have  been  imperfections  in  the 
application  of  this  well-established  dual  source  of  engineering  for  Government; 
there  are  no  imperfections  in  the  theory.  It  has  been  the  sheer  lack  of  information 
or  of  simple  understanding,  rather  than  the  imperfections  of  application  that  has 
somewhat  disturbed  the  wholesome  relationship  between  public  and  private 
engineers  and  their  respective  adherents.  Recurrent  criticism  and  discussion  of 
engineering  costs  and  practices  on  publicly  financed  undertakings  of  local,  State, 
and  Federal  Governments  have  clouded  rather  than  clarified  the  basic  issue  on 
how  the  engineering  needs  of  Government  can  best  be  satisfied.  Sharp  differences 
based  on  unwarranted  conclusions  are  inimical  to  both  the  public  and  professional 
interest. 

The  engineering  needs  of  all  levels  of  government  have  increased  phenomenally 
during  the  past  two  decades.  The  outlook  is  for  continued  increase.  These  need 
must  be  met  by  the  effective  use  of  the  total  available  reservoir  of  engineering 
manpower  consisting  of  engineers  in  Government  and  engineers  in  private  enter¬ 
prise. 

Based  on  the  foregoing  and  other  relevant  considerations,  the  coordinating 
committee  therefore  resolves  that: 

(1)  Private  enterprise  is  the  basic,  traditional  foundation  of  the  American  way 
of  life  and  must  be  preserved  and  encouraged. 

(2)  Government  should  govern,  not  compete  with  its  citizens. 

(3)  The  following  stated  general  policy  of  the  Federal  Government  is  a  sound 
policy  for  government  at  any  level:  “*  *  *  the  Federal  Government  will  not  start 
or  carry  on  any  commercial-industrial  activity  to  provide  a  service  or  product 
for  its  own  use  if  such  product  or  service  can  be  procured  from  private  enterprise 
through  ordinary  business  channels.” 

(4)  Engineering  for  government  at  all  levels  is  best  accomplished  by  the 
effective  use  of  the  professional  skills  and  experiences  of  engineers  both  in  private 
practice  and  in  government  service. 

(5)  Staffing  of  public  agencies  for  engineering  purposes  beyond  reasonable  levels 
necessary  to  insure  continuity,  effective  planning,  administration,  and  control  of 
public  works  projects  is  unwarranted. 

(6)  In  the  national  interest,  a  healthy  reservoir  of  engineering  talent  in  all  its 
branches  must  always  be  maintained  so  that  in  emergencies  sufficient  engineering 
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manpower  can  be  immediately  organized  to  design  and  oversee  construction  of 
vitally  essential  military  facilities  and  public  works.  Recent  wars  have  demon¬ 
strated  the  inestimable  value  of  the  rapid  availability  of  thousands  of  competent 
engineers  in  private  practice. 

(7)  The  expanding  economy  and  technology  of  the  Nation  are  dependent  upon 
expansion  of  the  many  elements  of  private  enterprise.  Government  policies 
should  provide  a  healthy  atmosphere  for  development,  expansion,  and  maintenance 
of  private  enterprise  in  engineering,  in  construction,  and  in  industry. 

(8)  Governmental  agencies  should  contract  for  engineering  services  with  highly 
qualified  engineers  in  private  practice,  consistent  with  the  public  interest,  national 
security,  and  continuity  of  governmental  programs  and  the  requirements  for 
quality,  safety,  overall  economy,  and  time-benefit  relationships. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Pate. 

Are  there  any  questions? 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  one  question. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Baldwin. 

Mr.  Baldwin.  Mr.  Pate,  if  I  understand  your  recommended  word- 
ing,  you  would  then  make  it  compulsory  for  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  to  retain  consulting  engineer  services  because  the  way  I  read 
this  paragraph  with  your  revision  there  is  a  word  “shall”  earlier  in 
the  paragraph,  and  therefore  it  would  read,  “shall  be  suitably  equipped 
with  direct  staff  and  retained  consulting  engineering  services,”  and  so 
forth.  I  do  not  think  we  should  force  the  States  to  retain  consulting 
engineers.  I  think  they  should  have  the  option  to  do  it,  but  certainly 
we  should  not  tell  them  they  must  function  in  that  way.  It  seems  to 
me  if  we  were  to  consider  this  amendment  at  all  that  the  word  “and” 
in  your  recommended  language  should  be  changed  to  “or”  so  it  would 
then  read  in  effect,  “and  be  suitably  equipped  with  direct  staff  or 
consulting  engineering  services.  *  *  *.” 

Mr.  Pate.  Your  comments  are  what  we  intended.  We  are  not 
expecting  and  do  not  ask  and  do  not  believe  it  would  be  proper  for  us 
to  instruct  the  States  to  retain  consultants,  but  give  them  the  per¬ 
mission  to.  The  change  from  “and”  to  “or”  would  be  more  satis¬ 
factory  for  us. 

Air.  Baldwin.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Pate.  Air.  Scherer. 

Mr.  Scherer.  I  am  well  aware  of  the  excellent  job  that  the  private 
consulting  engineers  have  done  so  far  in  connection  with  the  new 
highway  program.  I  feel  in  all  proper  cases  they  certainly  should 
be  utilized  by  the  State  highway  department  for  the  reasons  set  forth 
in  the  statement  by  the  witness. 

Air.  Pate.  We  appreciate  those  remarks. 

Air.  Fallon.  Air.  Pate,  I  think  during  the  hearings  held  3  or  4 
years  ago  this  very  thing  was  discussed.  It  was  the  feeling,  I  think 
of  everyone  at  the  time,  that  the  State  highway  departments  should 
not  build  an  engineering  department  that  would  take  care  of  peak¬ 
loads,  and  then  when  there  was  a  falling  off  in  that  type  of  work 
that  they  would  be  carried  to  the  next  peakload.  I  think  that  was 
discussed  at  length  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  and  also  by  some 
members  of  this  committee.  It  seems  that  they  all  agreed  on  that 
particular  matter,  so  I  certainly  do  agree  with  you  that  there  should 
not  be  a  buildup  just  to  take  care  of  peakloads  in  the  State  highway 
departments.  They  should  have  some  sort  of  a  regular  staff  to  take 
care  of  the  ordinary  things  that  the  State  highway  department  does, 
but  when  they  come  to  the  unusual  problems  it  seems  to  me  it  would 
be  cheaper  for  the  State,  and  probably  they  would  get  a  better  job 
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done,  if  outside  consultants  were  brought  in.  That  was  my  feeling 
then  and  it  is  still  my  feeling. 

Mr.  Pate.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Scherer.  I  think  it  was  the  intent  of  Congress  at  the  time  that 
the  procedure  be  followed,  as  suggested  by  the  Chairman  and  also  by 
the  witness.  If  the  language  of  the  present  statute  is  not  clear,  per¬ 
haps  we  should  do  something  to  clarify  it,  because  I  think  that  is  the 
intent  of  Congress  and  was  the  intent  of  Congress  that  private  con¬ 
sulting  engineers  services  be  utilized  in  the  highway  counstruction 
program. 

Mr.  Fallon.  At  that  time  it  was. 

Mr.  Pate.  Apparently  the  interpretations  as  put  on  it  by  personnel 
in  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  indicate  that  the  States  should  build 
up  their  organizations  beyond  those  limits  we  are  talking  about.  We 
do  not  believe  that  consultants  can  at  any  time  replace  the  staffing 
required  by  State  highway  departments.  We  do  believe  we  can  do  it 
better  and  cheaper  on  the  peak  loads  and  help  to  smooth  the  thing 
over,  and  also  be  able  to  expedite  the  program. 

Mr.  Scherer.  And  your  services  can  be  used  in  instances  where 
they  have  highly  complex  engineering  problems. 

Mr.  Pate.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Fallon.  May  I  again  thank  you,  Air.  Pate. 

Air.  Kahl,  did  you  wish  to  say  something? 

Mr.  Kahl.  I  wish  to  thank  the  committee  similarly  for  permitting 
me  to  appear  before  you. 

Air.  Fallon.  Mr.  Kahl,  we  are  always  glad  to  have  a  distinguished 
engineer  with  us. 

Mr.  Kahl.  Thank  you  very  much,  and  thank  you,  Air.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Pate.  Thank  you,  gentlemen. 

Mr.  Fallon.  I  see  one  of  our  colleagues  came  into  the  room.  He 
was  scheduled  to  appear  earlier  this  morning.  We  are  honored  by 
the  visit  this  morning  of  the  distinguished  chairman  of  the  Interstate 
and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee,  Air.  Oren  Harris. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  OREN  HARRIS,  A  MEMBER  OF  CONGRESS 
FROM  THE  STATE  OF  ARKANSAS 

Mr.  Harris.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  this  most  distinguished 
committee. 

Let  me  first  thank  you  for  your  courtesies.  Somehow  or  other  in 
my  busy  schedule  I  did  not  find  out  about  the  hearing  this  morning, 
or  that  I  had  the  privilege  of  coming  before  you,  and  when  your  fine 
little  lady  called  my  office  a  few  minutes  ago  I  had  to  hurry  up  and  clear 
my  office  out  and  get  another  committee  going,  because  I  did  so  much 
want  to  come  to  this  committee  in  connection  with  this  problem  which 
you  have  before  you. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Mr.  Chairman,  won’t  you  be  seated? 

Mr.  Harris.  Thank  you. 

I  spoke  to  the  chairman  a  few  days  ago  expressing  my  interest  in 
the  program  for  the  authorization  of  roads  for  our  national  forests. 
We  are  in  the  southern  region,  as  you  know.  My  own  district  contains 
the  Ouachita  National  Forest,  and,  therefore,  we  have  a  great  deal 
at  stake  in  connection  with  the  development  of  forest  roads.  We 
have  two  national  forests  in  our  State,  the  Ozark  National  Forest  and 
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the  Ouachita  National  Forest.  Both  of  them  are  highly  important 
to  our  State  and  to  the  Nation.  Both  of  them  are  rather  sizable 
operations,  and  we  are  very  proud  of  them.  Our  people  are  very 
proud  of  these  national  forests,  and  are  very  anxious  to  cooperate, 
and  they  do  cooperate  in  their  maintenance  and  development. 

We  have  been  having  problems  with  reference  to  roads  over  a  period 
of  time. 

You  gentlemen,  Mr.  Chairman,  are  much  more  familiar  with  the 
details  of  the  program  and  the  authorization  than  I.  All  I  know  about 
it  is  that  we  need  some  development  down  in  our  State,  and  the 
authorization  has  been  so  limited  in  the  past  that  it  makes  a  very 
small  dent.  We  have  been  trying  to  get  along  with  the  present 
authorization  program,  working  with  and  through  our  highway 
department  in  connection  with  the  national  forests.  You  have  a  bill 
before  you  here  that  would  extend  the  present  authorization,  and  I 
believe  another  proposal  that  would  modify  the  present  authorifation, 
and  over  a  period  of  time  increase  the  authorization  on  a  graduated 
basis. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  feel  this  way:  That  by  continuing  with  the 
limited  authority  we  have  under  the  law,  we  will  never  make  any 
progress.  It  is  quite  obvious  if  we  continue  with  the  present  author¬ 
ization  of  this  program  of  $40  million  a  year  that  we  just  are  barely 
going  to  keep  up  as  we  go  along,  and  in  no  reasonably  period  of  time 
can  we  expect  the  kind  of  roads  that  are  needed  and  necessary  in 
these  programs. 

I  have  obtained  information  through  our  local  office  in  Hot  Springs, 
Ark.,  which  is  a  branch  office,  a  district  office,  I  believe  it  is  called, 
and  from  talking  to  the  people  in  the  Atlanta  office  in  the  southern 
region,  and  the  people  in  the  Washington  office.  As  a  matter  of  fact, 
I  arranged  for  Dr.  McArdle  to  come  to  Arkansas  last  December.  He 
spent  2  days  down  there  with  us  in  connection  with  the  national 
forests.  We  had  the  privilege  of  visiting,  or  he  did,  their  operations, 
and  went  clear  through  from  Hot  Springs  at  Ouachita  National  Forest 
to  Mena,  and  over  into  Oklahoma.  The  Ouachita  National  Forest 
jurisdiction  stretches  from  about  Hot  Springs,  Ark.,  which  is  pretty 
much  in  the  central  part  of  the  State,  westward  and  on  over  into 
Oklahoma.  It  operates  in  both  States. 

I  am  convinced  that  if  we  are  not  able  to  do  something  about 
making  available  additional  funds  for  this  program,  that  the  Federal 
Government  is  going  to  be  deprived  of  this  fully  developed  resource. 
The  forestry  people  will  tell  you,  yes,  they  can  get  by  with  what  they 
have  in  order  to  get  the  timber  out;  and  it  is  true  they  can,  but  they 
get  by  in  spotty  operations.  I  know  that  to  be  a  fact  because  they 
can  take  one  area  where  you  have  fairly  good  roads  to  accommodate 
them  all,  and  they  are  going  to  center  most  of  their  operations  in  those 
areas.  But  you  can  take  other  areas  where  they  do  not,  and  not 
only  are  they  deprived  from  adequately  maintaining  that  forest, 
but  the  Treasury  is  deprived  from  reaping  the  benefits  of  it  on  a  broad 
sustained  basis.  Instead  they  will  center  in  this  area,  or  in  this  area, 
wherever  they  can  more  conveniently  and  adequately  get  to  it. 

In  my  judgment  there  should  be  a  program  throughout  the  country 
that  would  give  us  adequate  roads  within  a  reasonable  time. 

As  an  example,  if  it  were  to  be  approached  on  the  basis  at  this  time 
of  the  total  needs,  I  am  advised  that  the  total  needs  of  the  national 
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forests  would  be  about  500,000  miles,  which  would  cost  over  $6 
billion.  In  the  southern  region  alone  they  have  62,000  miles  of  needed 
construction  which  would  require  an  estimated  $1,150  million.  In 
Arkansas  alone  in  the  forests  we  have  estimated  the  need  at  14,892 
miles  that  would  ultimately  cost  $275  million. 

I  believe  if  we  continue  on  the  basis  of  only  $40  million  yearly,  it 
will  be  woefully  inadequate  to  accomplish  this  needed  purpose. 

There  is  legislation  pending  which  would,  I  believe,  provide  $67% 
million  for  1963,  $90  million  for  1964,  and  $120  million  for  1965. 
There  are  other  proposals  which  would  increase  the  authorization 
with,  I  think,  $50  million  in  1963  and  on  up  to  a  total  of  $142  million 
in  1975. 

Under  the  forest  highway  fund  appropriation  there  are  $33  million. 
There  is  a  bill  proposed  which  would  increase  this  amount  to  $40 
million  in  1963,  $50  million  each  in  1964  and  1965,  and  so  on. 

Now,  of  course,  we  have  the  public  lands  highway  fund,  which 
would  increase  the  authorization  of  that  program,  which  I  believe 
amounts  to  $3  million  and  runs  out  this  year,  if  I  am  not  mistaken. 
That  authorization  would  be  increased  to  $7  million. 

So  I  do  feel  that  if  these  various  programs  could  be  extended  to 
whatever  extent  this  committee  in  its  judgment  would  determine,  in 
order  to  enhance  and  improve  and  increase  the  program,  it  certainly 
would  be  in  my  judgment  a  wise  action. 

Particularly  do  I  want  to  call  attention  to  the  need  for  such  a  road 
across  Rich  Mountain  in  Arkansas  and  Oklahoma.  That  goes  right 
through  the  heart  of  the  national  forest.  One  of  the  things  we  have 
been  stressing  in  this  country  is  recreation  and  the  value  of  recreation 
is  something  that  has  not  been  fully  recognized  over  a  period  of  time 
in  connection  with  many  of  these  projects.  Rich  Mountain  is  a 
mountain  that  is  out  of  Mena,  Ark.  There  is  on  top  of  this  mountain 
a  redevelopment  program  of  the  old  Wilhelmina  Hotel.  Queen 
Wilhelmina  was  involved  with  financing  it.  I  think  they  owned  a 
majority  of  stock  in  the  Kansas  City  &  Southern  Railroad  at  one 
time,  which  runs  from  Kansas  City  south  and  does  go  to  New  Orleans. 
She  herself  never  did  occupy  the  very  fine  building  that  is  the  hotel 
on  top  of  this  mountain,  but  it  was  completed  and  established  at  that 
time,  and  when  she  was  on  her  way  here  she  became  ill  in  New  York 
and  was  never  able  to  go  ahead.  Well,  as  time  went  on  they  got 
rid  of  their  stock  in  this  fine  railroad  and  the  Deraniuses  have  been 
operating  it  now  for  several  years,  and  the  Couches  prior  to  that  time. 

There  is  in  our  State  a  program  for  a  State  park  right  immediately 
on  top  of  the  mountain,  and  through  State  funds  of  our  parks  con¬ 
servation  program  in  the  State  they  made  it  available  for  the  restora¬ 
tion  of  this  place.  It  is  one  of  the  outstanding  scenic  roads  and  places 
in  the  country.  Senator  Kerr  and  his  people  in  Oklahoma  and  our 
people  in  Arkansas  have  been  striving  to  get  this  developed.  What 
is  needed  very  badly  is  a  forest  road  to  be  put  across  the  top  of  that 
mountain,  beginning  at  the  foot  of  the  mountain  in  Arkansas  and 
going  straight  on  across  over  into  Oklahoma.  They  are  very  greatly 
concerned  about  it,  and  the  highway  department  is  very  anxious  to 
cooperate.  However,  it  is  a  program  which  practically  entirely,  with 
the  exception  of  this  very  short  distance  through  the  State  park  there, 
runs  through  the  national  forest  itself.  The  national  forest  people 
would  very  much  like  to  develop  it,  and  we  have  a  report  which  has 
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just  been  made  by  the  Forest  Service  through  the  southern  region 
as  to  the  cost  of  this  project. 

I  know  in  the  program  that  you  have  here  you  cannot  pick  out  any 
single  road  or  trail  and  separate  that  from  some  other.  You  have  to 
give  a  total  authorization.  However,  they  are  striving  for  some  way 
to  develop  this  project,  and  we  feel  that  with  the  increased  needs  of 
the  national  forest  being  met  by  this  committee,  should  the  authori¬ 
zation  for  the  national  park  roads  as  contained  in  some  of  these  bills 
be  approved,  and  should  the  other  two  programs  including  the  forest 
land  development  roads,  which  Senator  Kerr  started,  as  the  committee 
knows  very  well,  be  extended,  whereby  this  particular  type  of  pro¬ 
gram  could  be  utilized — as  it  was  in  Highway  59  in  Oklahoma  that 
crosses  it  going  north  and  south — if  some  funds  could  be  made  avail¬ 
able  through  that  source,  then  the  State  highway  department  advises 
that  if  they  could  then  contribute  to  it  through  the  regular  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  operation  on  a  matching  basis,  that  a  combination  of 
these  circumstances  could  permit  this  development. 

So  I  would  'urge  the  committee  in  their  consideration  of  this  program 
to  keep  in  mind  such  instances  as  this  which  mean  so  much  to  our 
country  and  to  our  people.  These  things  would  be  effectuated  if  these 
funds  should  be  approved. 

I  have  a  map  here,  and  with  the  permission  of  the  chairman  I  would 
like  to  leave  this  with  the  committee  for  your  files,  just  in  case  it 
might  be  of  some  benefit  to  the  program.  They  have  tentatively 
sketched  out  what  the  total  cost  would  be  and  outlined  what  it  would 
do.  It  would  go  right  through  the  heart  of  this  entire  Ouachita  Na¬ 
tional  Forest  and  would  be  a  road  across  the  top  of  the  mountain 
which  would  give  a  direct  ingress  for  the  forestry  people  to  get  in  there 
with  their  whole  development  in  order  to  get  the  full  benefit  and  utili¬ 
zation  of  it,  as  well  as  making  a  contribution  to  the  scenic  phase  of  it 
and  the  recreational  phase  of  it  which  would  serve  that  particular 
area. 

We  are  not  asking  for  area  redevelopment  and  we  are  not  asking 
for  the  special  funds  that  the  Congress  set  up,  so  I  think  this  particular 
place  in  eastern  Oklahoma  and  western  Arkansas  could  certainly 
qualify  under  those  programs,  but  we  are  asking  for  something  here 
that  would  be  of  benefit  on  a  permanent  basis,  and  be  of  lasting 
benefit  to  the  people  of  this  country. 

Therefore  I  would  urge  this  committee  in  its  consideration  of  the 
problem  to  keep  such  matters  as  this  in  mind.  Anything  that  can 
be  done  to  assist  our  people  in  Arkansas  and  Senator  Kerr  and  his 
people  over  in  Oklahoma  in  connection  with  this,  we  would  be  very 
grateful  for  indeed. 

Mr.  Fallon.  We  thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Harris. 

Are  there  any  questions? 

Thank  you  again. 

Mr.  Harris.  Thank  you  for  your  courtesy  in  permitting  me  to 
appear  before  you. 

If  I  may  leave  this  document  with  you,  I  think  it  may  be  helpful. 
I  know  the  other  information  I  have  discussed  you  have  from  the 
Forest  Service,  too. 

Mr.  Scherer.  May  I  ask  one  question,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Harris.  Yes. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Will  this  road  have  any  other  uses  other  than  for 
scenic  and  recreational  purposes? 
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Mr.  Harris.  And  the  forest  operation  itself.  Naturally,  the  pri¬ 
mary  purpose  for  this  committee  in  authorizing  this  would  be  to 
develop  the  national  forest  area.  Presently  on  the  Arkansas  side 
there  is  a  road  that  can  be  fairly  well  utilized  through  there,  but  when 
you  get  over  to  the  western  part  of  it  on  the  Oklahoma  side  they  do 
not  have  any  roads  through  there  of  any  consequence  at  all,  even  from 
the  standpoint  of  the  forest  operation  itself. 

Mr.  Scherer.  I  was  wondering  whether  the  road  might  serve  an¬ 
other  purpose,  namely,  for  ordinary  transportation. 

Mr.  Harris.  We  have  Highway  271,  which  is  U.S.  Route  No.  271, 
which  would  be  in  the  vicinity  of  the  area,  and  then  on  the  other  side 
of  the  mountain  below  that  we  have  State  Highway  No.  8,  I  believe 
it  is,  which  could  serve  the  purpose  which  the  gentleman  I  think  has 
in  mind.  We  do  have  those  routes  available  there,  but  when  we  were 
down  there  at  the  end  of  this  past  year,  Dr.  McArdle,  Senator  Kerr’s 
representatives  and  myself,  and  the  Governor  and  several  others,  they 
told  us  how  many  thousands  of  people,  with  the  very  inadequate  roads 
they  have  now,  visited  that  place  last  year.  With  just  a  little  im¬ 
provement  it  could  be  made  one  of  the  finest  places  for  tourists  and 
recreation  in  this  country.  People  come  from  all  over  the  country 
now  to  visit  this  spot. 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appreciate  this  privilege 
of  being  with  you. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Plarris. 

Mr.  Robert  M.  Koch  will  be  our  next  witness. 

On  behalf  of  the  committee,  Mr.  Koch,  I  would  like  to  welcome  you 
here  this  morning.  Would  you  give  the  reporter  your  full  name, 
please? 

STATEMENT  OF  ROBERT  M.  KOCH,  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL 
LIMESTONE  INSTITUTE,  INC. 

Mr.  Koch.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee,  once 
again  I  am  highly  appreciative  of  having  the  opportunity  to  present 
the  views  of  the  members  of  the  National  Limestone  Institute,  Inc., 
to  this  committee,  which  has  been  so  instrumental  in  formulating 
much  of  our  forward-looking  highway  legislation. 

The  limestone  industry  plays  a  large  part  in  our  expanded  highway 
program  since  it  extracts  approximately  450  million  tons  of  material 
annually — nearly  60  percent  of  which  is  used  as  roadstone  and  concrete 
aggregate.  The  latest  Bureau  of  Mines’  figures  indicate  our  Nation’s 
roadbuilders  are  able  to  purchase  their  limestone  aggregate  at  an 
average  f.o.b.  plant  price  of  $1.30  per  ton — a  real  bargain  for  such 
an  essential  roadbuilding  material. 

The  National  Limestone  Institute  wishes  to  go  on  record  as  unequiv¬ 
ocally  supporting  H.R.  9725,  which  you  introduced,  Mr.  Chairman, 
inasmuch  as  it  would  reestablish  the  original  congressional  intent  of 
increasing  authorizations  on  our  key  A-B-C  highway  systems  $25 
million  annually  until  a  minimum  of  $1  billion  is  reached  and  which 
was  interrupted  by  the  1960  act.  Our  position  here  is  not  new  nor  is 
it  without  justification. 

You  will  recall  that  in  1958  I  testified  before  this  committee  that 
money  authorized  for  the  A-B-C  systems,  even  with  yearly  $25  million 
increments,  in  our  opinion  was  not  sufficient  to  do  the  construction 
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necessary  to  make  these  systems  adequate.  This  was  based  on  the 
1954  Clay  committee  report  which  indicated  $45  million  was  needed 
to  bring  A-B-C  highways  up  to  1954  standards. 

In  1959  I  again  presented  testimony  to  both  this  committee  and 
the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  that  not  only  was  our  industry  past 
the  planning  stage  and  geared  to  supply  the  limestone  aggregate 
necessary  for  the  expanded  program  but  also  that  we  would  support 
any  financing  legislation  needed  to  keep  the  congressional  intent  and 
the  program  on  schedule  and  suggested  possible  financing  methods. 

In  1960,  when  representing  our  members  with  further  testimony, 
I  expressed  their  keen  disappointment  in  the  administration’s  proposed 
cutback  and  freeze  of  A-B-C  funds  and  urged  that  the  intent  of 
increasing  the  annual  A-B-C  authorization  be  maintained. 

Last  year  we  supported  the  proposed  financing  legislation  and  also 
reiterated  our  previous  testimony — that  the  original  proposal  to 
maintain  the  A-B-C  system  on  a  $25  million  annual  increment  until 
it  reaches  a  minimum  of  $1  billion  annually  is  something  which  should 
not  be  set  aside  when  congressional  committees  and  administration 
planners  are  considering  the  total  highway  program. 

The  President’s  April  4  message  on  transportation  said: 

During  the  last  session  of  Congress,  action  was  taken  to  place  our  Federal-aid 
highway  program  on  a  sounder  fiscal  basis. 

You  have  heard  that  the  highway  trust  fund  survived  the  winter, 
when  receipts  to  the  trust  fund  are  always  down,  with  a  surplus  of 
over  $200  million.  We  are  told  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  that 
the  current  balance,  as  of  March  31,  was  $379,529,249.24. 

It  has  been  pointed  up  many  times  that  our  A-B-C  systems  handle 
the  majority  of  our  Nation’s  highway  traffic.  It  has  been  brought  to 
your  attention  that  many  businesses  in  the  roadbuilding  family  can¬ 
not  get  work  on  the  Interstate  System  because  of  the  size  of  the  con¬ 
tracts  and  A-B-C  work  is  their  only  work.  It  is  well  known  by  this 
committee  that  A-B-C  contracts  generate  a  larger  dollar  volume  than 
does  the  Interstate  System  since  the  States  match  the  Federal  A-B-C 
appropriations  dollar  for  dollar  but  only  match  interstate  appropria¬ 
tions  on  a  90  percent  Federal — 10  percent  State  basis.  In  other  words, 
for  each  Federal  dollar  on  A-B-C  highways  there  is  $2  of  work  but  for 
each  Federal  dollar  on  the  Interstate  System  there  is  only  $1.11  of 
work.  Why  then  should  we  not  adhere  to  the  original  policy  of  this 
committee,  expressed  in  passing  both  the  1956  and  1958  Federal-aid 
Highway  Acts? 

I  would  also  like  to  comment  briefly  on  certain  sections  of  H.R. 
11199,  introduced  by  Congressman  Buckley  at  the  request  of  the 
administration. 

We  are  in  sympathy  with  section  3  concerning  the  payment  of 
administrative  and  relocation  costs  of  displaced  families  and  busi¬ 
nesses  but  must  oppose  enactment  at  this  time  for  three  reasons. 
First,  because  of  the  assurance  voiced  by  Congressman  Clifford  Davis 
that  his  Select  Subcommittee  on  Real  Property  Acquisition  would 
have  a  thorough,  bipartisan  report  on  this  broad  topic,  including  a 
formula  for  proper  acquisition  of  property  and  a  discussion  of  tenant 
relocation  in  the  not  too  distant  future.  Second,  because  the  earlier 
testimony  presented  by  the  American  Association  of  State  Highway 
Officials  stated  this  is  not  a  problem  in  practically  all  the  States  and 
such  a  law  might  well  delay  construction  in  many  areas.  And  third, 
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because  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  testimony  was  not  definite  on 
the  exact  charge  to  the  highway  trust  fund. 

We  have  no  comments  relative  to  sections  4  and  5  concerning  public 
land  development  roads  and  trails. 

On  the  surface,  we  see  one  questionable  feature  in  amending  the 
Federal-aid  highway  law  according  to  section  6  to  permit  “extensive” 
use  of  secondary  funds  in  urban  areas.  As  you  are  well  aware,  the 
secondary  system  is  farm-to-market  roads,  rural  mail  routes,  school 
bus  routes,  etc.  Funds  are  apportioned  to  the  States  based  partially 
on  their  secondary  mileage.  The  majority  of  our  Nation’s  material- 
men  have  their  quarry  sites  in  rural  areas  and  their  livelihood  depends 
principally  upon  work  on  the  secondary  Federal-aid  highway  system. 
If  the  law  is  amended  and  if,  as  a  result,  secondary  funds  are  switched 
“extensively”  into  urban  areas,  many  of  our  secondary  roads  will 
fall  further  and  further  behind  in  being  modernized  for  their  share  of 
the  traffic  load.  We  urge  this  committee  to  take  a  long,  hard  look 
at  section  6  to  ascertain  what  its  economic  effects  will  be  before 
enacting  this  legislation. 

Again,  we  have  no  position  with  respect  to  sections  7  and  8. 

Before  concluding  this  testimony,  I  would  like  to  bring  two  other 
points  to  the  attention  of  this  committee.  I  recall  you  were  impressed 
earlier  in  these  hearings  bv  the  statement  of  General  Prentiss,  execu¬ 
tive  vice  president  of  the  American  Road  Builders’  Association,  asking 
for  legislative  steps  to  stop  the  diversion  of  funds  from  the  highway 
trust  fund  resulting  from  State  and  local  taxation  of  sales  and  use 
taxes  applied  to  highway  materials  and  highway  equipment,  gross 
receipts  of  contractors,  and  construction  contracts.  As  a  member  of 
ARBA  and  as  the  largest  organization  of  aggregate  suppliers,  we 
strongly  endorse  this  position. 

I  would  like  to  point  up  another  possible  diversion  of  trust  fund 
revenues  which  is  pending  in  this  session  of  Congress.  H.R.  11172, 
introduced  by  Congressman  Aspinall,  would  amend  section  209(f)  of 
the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  so  that  50  percent  of  the  taxes 
received  from  special  motor  fuels  would  be  transferred  to  a  land  con¬ 
servation  fund.  We  believe  that  this  diversion  of  trust  fund  revenues 
should  not  be  approved. 

In  closing  I  want  to  reiterate,  Mr.  Chairman,  our  membership  feels 
very  strongly  that  the  minimum  we  as  a  nation  should  bo  doing  to  im¬ 
prove  our  A-B-C  systems  is  to  have  the  principle  of  your  bill  adopted 
by  the  Congress. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  privilege  of  appearing  today 
before  your  committee. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Koch. 

Next  we  have  Mr.  Stanley  B.  Frosh,  county  councilman,  Mont¬ 
gomery  County,  Md. 

STATEMENT  OF  STANLEY  B.  FROSH,  COUNTY  COUNCILMAN, 
MONTGOMERY  COUNTY,  MD. 

Mr.  Frosh.  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  committee:  I 
appreciate  the  opportunity  of  appearing  before  you  today  and  pre¬ 
senting  the  views  of  the  National  Association  of  County  Officials. 
I  am  Stanley  B.  Frosh,  a  member  of  the  County  Council  of  Mont¬ 
gomery  County,  Md. 
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The  National  Association  of  County  Officials  represents  elected  and 
appointed  policymaking  officials  in  48  States.  We  have  affiliated 
with  us,  State  associations  of  county  officials  in  44  States.  As  a  group 
we  have  strongly  supported  a  balanced  national  highway  program  and 
in  previous  testimony  before  this  committee  have  supported  increases 
in  appropriation  of  forest  roads  and  trails.  We  have  also  testified  in 
favor  of  the  President's  proposed  mass  transit  legislation  before  other 
committees  of  Congress. 

SUMMARY 

We  appear  today  in  support  of  action  by  the  Congress  which 
would  increase  Federal  appropriations  for  Federal-aid  primary,  second¬ 
ary,  and  urban  extension  systems  (A-B-C  roads)  at  the  rate  of  $25 
million  each  year  until  they  reach  a  level  of  $1  billion  annually  as 
originally  intended  by  Congress.  We  also  favor  Federal  financial 
participation  in  the  costs  of  relocating  tenants  and  businesses  dis¬ 
placed  by  road  construction.  Our  association  has  strongly  sup¬ 
ported  road  construction  in  urban  areas  and  we  would  favor  removing 
the  present  limitations  on  the  use  of  Federal-aid  secondary  funds  for 
financing  extensions  of  the  secondary  roads  into  urban  areas.  NACO 
also  favors  long-range  comprehensive  highway  planning  and  would 
support  the  provision  that  Federal  funds  be  restricted  to  those  com¬ 
munities  which  have  adequate  comprehensive  plans.  We  are  hopeful 
that  the  joint  planning  program  now  underway  by  the  State  highway 
departments,  the  cities,  and  the  counties  will  be  so  successful  that  by 
the  January  1,  1965,  effective  date  of  this  legislation  that  it  will  not 
be  necessary  to  make  the  provision  operative. 

INCREASES  ON  ABC  ROADS 

NACO  favors  increasing  A-B-C  road  appropriations  at  the  rate  of 
$25  million  each  year  as  recommended  in  Congressman  Fallon’s  bill 
(H.R.  9725)  rather  than  each  2  years  as  recommended  in  Congressman 
Buckley’s  bill  (H.R.  11199).  As  previously  noted  by  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads,  the  plan  advanced  by  Congressman  Fallon  of  annual 
increases  would  add  $75  million  of  additional  appropriations  to  A-B-C 
roads  over  the  entire  life  of  the  highway  trust  fund.  Actually,  this 
will  delay  completion  of  the  17-year  interstate  construction  schedule 
less  than  2  weeks. 

The  development  of  the  Interstate  System  in  placing  additional 
strain  on  A-B-C  funds  to  provide  connectors  to  the  Interstate  and  in 
general,  to  provide  additional  capacity  to  other  roads  effected  by 
Interstate  traffic. 

A  $25  million  A-B-C  increase  allows  $7.4  million  for  secondary  roads. 
These  roads  are  generally  built  by  the  counties.  A  State-by-State 
breakdown  of  appropriations  under  the  increase  we  recommend  would 
be  as  follows: 
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Approximate  increase  in  apportionment  of  Federal-aid  secondary  funds  resulting 
from  $25  million  total  increase  in  annual  A-B-C  authorization 


State  Increase 

Alabama _ $164,  000 

Alaska _  401,  000 

Arizona _  108,  000 

Arkansas _  127,  000 

California _  267,  000 

Colorado _  121,  000 

Connecticut _  43,  000 

Delaware _  37,  000 

Florida _  128,  000 

Georgia _  209,  000 

Hawaii _  37,  000 

Idaho _  90,  000 

Illinois _  230,  000 

Indiana _  185,  000 

Iowa _  188,  000 

Kansas _ 175,  000 

Kentucky _  155,  000 

Louisiana _  121,  000 

Maine _  63,  000 

Maryland _  69,  000 

Massachusetts _  62,  000 

Michigan _  218,  000 

Minnesota _  199,  000 

Mississippi _  147,  000 

Missouri _  203,  000 

Montana _  143,  000 

Nebraska _  144,  000 


State  Increase 

Nevada _ $85,  000 

New  Hampshire _  37,  000 

New  Jersey -  54,  000 

New  Mexico _  117,000 

New  York _  221,  000 

North  Carolina _  235,  000 

North  Dakota _  105,  000 

Ohio _  240,  000 

Oklahoma _  156,  000 

Oregon _  121,  000 

Pennsylvania _  265,  000 

Rhode  Island _  37,  000 

South  Carolina _  124,  000 

South  Dakota _  113,  000 

Tennessee _  172,  000 

Texas _  430,  000 

Utah _  79,  000 

Vermont _  37,  000 

Virginia _  165,  000 

Washington _  120,000 

West  Virginia _  98,  000 

Wisconsin _  176,  000 

Wyoming _  87,  000 

District  of  Columbia _  37,  000 

Puerto  Rico _  62,  000 


Total _  7,407,000 


It  should  be  rioted  that  these  sums  are  matched  by  the  States  and 
would  extend  over  the  life  of  the  program. 


USE  OF  SECONDARY  FUNDS  IN  URBAN  AREAS 

Our  American  county  platform  statement  on  urban  highway  con¬ 
struction  reads  as  follows: 

2-6.  Highway  construction  in  urban  areas. — We  strongly  oppose  proposals  to 
economize  in  highway  construction  by  eliminating  road  construction  in  urban 
areas.  People  want  to  move  from  or  to  the  heart  of  urban  areas.  Farmers  move 
their  products  to  urban  markets;  our  urbanizing  population  generates  half  of  the 
Nation’s  traffic  in  and  through  suburban  areas  and  adequate  highways  stimulate 
the  development  of  the  suburbs.  The  urban  centers  are  the  very  heart  of  our 
counties  and  must  be  saved  from  traffic  strangulation.  Actually,  as  measured 
in  cost  per  vehicle-mile  traveled,  urban  roads  are  the  least  expensive  in  the 
Nation. 

Removal  of  present  restrictions  on  the  use  of  secondary  funds  would 
return  to  the  States  the  necessary  flexibility  in  meeting  the  overall 
highway  construction  needs  of  the  individual  States. 


COMPREHENSIVE  TRANSPORTATION  PLANNING 

NACO  has  strongly  favored  a  comprehensive  approach  to  highway 
planning  and  has  endorsed  the  following  program: 

2-5.  Comprehensive  highway  planning. — Since  the  highway  systems  will  have 
great  effect  on  the  future  development  of  both  urban  and  rural  areas,  great  care 
should  be  exerted  to  insure  that  each  section  is  designated  to  facilitate  the  wisest 
possible  development  of  the  region.  To  this  end: 

(a)  Every  county  should  have  planning  and  zoning  machinery  and,  regardless 
of  size,  should  encourage  on  a  continuing  basis  the  planning  and  zoning  processes. 
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(6)  The  county  highway  plan  approved  by  the  elected  officials  should  be  de¬ 
veloped  in  cooperation  with  the  planning  body  and  should  make  adequate  allow¬ 
ance  for  agricultural,  industrial,  and  residential  development;  urban  renewal; 
coordination  of  highways  with  water,  rail,  air,  and  truck  transportation;  and  should 
take  into  consideration  such  factors  as  recreational  open  space  needs. 

(c)  We  endorse  the  efforts  of  the  HHFA  and  the  Department  of  Commerce 
to  promote  the  development  of  transportation  plans  within  a  context  of  compre¬ 
hensive  community  development  planning  through  combined  use  of  section  701, 
urban  planning  assistance  funds,  and  1J4  percent  highway  planning  funds. 

(d)  The  State  highway  departments  should  honor  such  plans  where  they  exist 
in  a  usable  form  and  should  encourage  the  development  of  such  plans  where  they 
do  not  exist  through  the  use  of  1)4  percent  funds  authorized  in  the  Federal-aid 
program;  the  provision  of  State  collected  data;  technical  staff  assistance;  loan  of 
technical  equipment;  provision  of  financial  assistance  for  independent  studies; 
State  training  of  local  personnel;  and  such  other  assistance  as  is  necessary. 

( e )  In  the  typical  area  where  we  have  a  welter  of  smaller  political  subdivisions 
engaged  in  highway  planning  and  construction,  the  county  (or  several  counties 
acting  together),  which  is  the  political  unit  representing  all  the  people  of  the  area, 
should  take  the  lead  in  coordinating  all  the  area  highway  plans  and,  where  possible, 
should  serve  as  a  single  point  of  contact  between  the  State  highway  and  the  area. 

(/)  Comprehensive  highway  planning  must  be  diligently  carried  out  to  provide 
for  prompt  realistic  action  and  informed  decision  under  controls  exercised  by 
elected  representatives. 

We  would  support  those  sections  of  H.R.  11199  which  read  as 
follows: 

The  Secretary  (of  Commerce)  shall,  beginning  no  later  than  July  1,  1965, 
before  approving  programs  for  projects  in  any  metropolitan  area,  as  required  by 
section  105  thereof,  make  a  finding  that  such  projects  are  consistent  with  adequate 
comprehensive  development  plans  for  the  metropolitan  areas,  or  are  based  on  the 
results  of  a  continuing  comprehensive  transportation  process  carried  on  cooper¬ 
atively  by  State  and  local  communities  and  that  the  Federal-aid  system  so  de¬ 
veloped  will  be  an  integral  part  of  a  soundly  based,  balanced  transportation 
system  for  the  area  involved. 

Frankly  we  are  hopeful  that  the  mere  existence  of  this  provision  will 
so  stimulate  the  States  and  localities  that  the  proper  plans  will  be 
forthcoming  to  such  an  extent  that  it  will  not  be  necessary  to  invoke 
this  section  of  the  law.  In  the  American  Association  of  State  High¬ 
way  Officials,  the  American  Municipal  Association  and  the  National 
Association  of  County  Officials  are  conducting  a  series  of  field  meetings 
on  comprehensive  transportation  planning,  which  we  believe  will 
result  in  a  much  closer  coordination  of  the  localities  and  States  on 
transportation  matters  and  result  in  the  local  voluntary  development 
of  such  plans  without  resort  to  the  sanctions  envisioned  in  this  bill. 

RELOCATION 

NACO  favors  relocation  payments  to  those  displaced  by  highway 
construction.  Our  policy  on  urban  renewal  and  family  relocations 
reads  as  follows: 

1-3.  County  role  in  slum  clearance. — Increasingly,  counties  are  being  called 
upon  to  take  the  lead  in  the  elimination  of  slums  in  blighted  areas  and  relocate 
families  displaced  by  the  construction  of  new  highways  and  of  other  public 
works.  Under  the  Housing  Act  of  1954,  Federal  funds  were  authorized  to  assist 
counties  and  municipalities  and  other  local  units  in  bearing  the  tremendous  cost 
of  these  vitally  important  programs.  We  endorse  the  action  taken  to  put  assist¬ 
ance  to  urban  renewal  on  a  continuing  basis,  adequate  to  meet  the  pressing  need 
of  our  local  communities.  We  also  endorse  the  provisions  of  the  Housing  Act  of 
1961  which  extends  the  benefits  of  section  112  to  hospitals  as  well  as  to  colleges 
and  universities.  We  recommend  that  no  cutoff  date  for  local  grant-in-aid  funds 
be  allowed. 
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Thank  you  for  inviting  the  National  Association  of  County  Officials 
to  present  its  views  on  this  important  subject. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Our  next  witness  listed  is  Mr.  Miller.  Mr.  Miller? 
Mr.  Miller  does  not  seem  to  be  here. 

Congressman  Bennett  of  Michigan  was  scheduled  to  be  here  this 
morning,  but  due  to  the  press  of  business  in  his  committee  assignments 
he  will  not  be  present,  and  he  would  like  to  ask  unanimous  consent 
that  he  may  file  a  statement  in  the  record. 

(The  statement  of  Congressman  Bennett  is  as  follows:) 

Statement  of  John  B.  Bennett,  Member  of  Congress,  Michigan  12th 

District,  in  Support  of  Increased  Funds  for  Forest  Roads  and  Devel¬ 
opment 

Out  national  forests  are  important  sources  of  water,  timber,  forage,  outdoor 
recreation,  fish  and  game,  and  minerals  for  the  use,  enrichment,  and  enjoyment 
of  the  American  people. 

The  forests  contain  one-third  of  the  live  saw  timber  supply  and  one-third  of 
the  big  game  population  of  the  country.  They  provide  grazing  for  one-fifth  of 
the  sheep  and  one-eighth  of  the  cattle  in  the  Western  States  each  year. 

There  are  81,000  miles  of  fishing  streams  and  3  million  acres  of  lakes  and  ponds 
in  the  forests.  Their  watersheds  provide  water  for  1,800  municipalities  in  the 
West  and  many  communities  and  industries  in  the  East.  They  also  help  to 
regulate  stream  flows  and  reduce  floods  on  many  rivers  and  streams  in  both 
East  and  West. 

The  importance  of  the  forests  for  outdoor  recreation  is  attested  by  the  growth 
in  visits  for  this  purpose  from  27  million  in  1950  to  102  million  in  1961. 

In  fiscal  year  1961  the  national  forests  returned  $99.6  million  in  receipts  to  the 
Federal  Treasury.  This  is  only  a  fraction  of  the  value  of  the  forests  to  the 
national  economy.  The  cut  of  timber  from  the  national  forests  in  1961 — 8.4 
billion  board  feet  which  returned  $98.4  million  to  the  Treasury — had  a  consumer 
value  of  about  $2  billion  and  provided  a  livelihood  for  about  400,000  people. 
In  the  same  year,  the  recreationists  visiting  the  forests  put  over  $750  million 
into  trade  channels  for  lodging,  supplies,  equipment,  transportation,  etc. 

The  value  of  the  national  forests  to  the  Nation  is  in  its  infancy  so  to  speak.  In 
the  “Developing  program  for  the  national  forests”  submitted  in  its  initial  form 
by  the  Eisenhower  administration  in  1958,  and  in  its  revised  form  by  the  present 
administration  last  year,  the  road  estimates  were  based  on  needs  for  servicing  in 
the  year  2000:  (a)  Protection  of  watersheds  yielding  over  200  million  acre-feet 
of  water  a  year;  ( b )  recreation  and  wildlife  resources  used  at  a  level  of  635  million 
visits  annually;  (c)  an  annual  cut  of  21  billion  board  feet  of  timber;  and  ( d )  grazing 
on  60  million  acres  of  rangelands.  At  this  level  of  use  it  is  estimated  that  receipts 
to  the  Treasury  from  the  national  forests  will  be  $400  million. 

The  revision  of  last  year  updates  the  1958  program  and  provides  for  a  greater 
demand  for  the  products  and  services  of  the  national  forests  during  the  fiscal  vears 
1963-72. 

The  revised  program  is  based  on  195  million  recreation  visits  and  a  cut  of  13 
billion  board  feet  of  timber  in  1972.  The  original  program  was  based  on  130 
million  visits  and  11  billion  board  feet  that  year.  This  necessitates  a  stepping  up 
of  road  and  trail  construction.  This  is  provided  for  by  the  authorizations  for 
forest  development  roads  and  trails  in  H.R.  10619.  I  endorse  these  authoriza¬ 
tions  and  recommend  that  they  be  enacted.  I  do  this  because  access  is  pre¬ 
requisite  to  development  and  use  of  the  national  forests  and  for  realizing  the 
economic  and  social  benefits  of  their  resources. 

The  authorizations  that  this  bill  would  provide  are  the  keystone  of  the  whole 
national  forest  program  during  the  next  decade.  They  are  also  the  foundation 
for  continued  development  of  national  forest  resources  in  years  to  come  and  to 
meet  the  expected  demands  on  their  products  and  services  that  will  exist  in  the 
year  2000. 

The  benefits  that  will  accrue  from  the  program  during  the  10-year  period  are 
substantial.  It  is  expected  that  receipts  to  the  Treasury  will  rise  to  about  $230 
million  by  the  end  of  the  period.  The  projected  timber  cut  of  13  billion  board 
feet  will  have  a  consumer  value  of  over  $4  billion  and  provide  livelihood  for  800,000 
people.  The  level  of  recreation  use  in  1972  will  put  more  than  $1.5  billion  into 
trade  channels,  and  during  the  decade  the  capital  value  of  the  lands  and  resources 
of  the  national  forest  system  will  have  increased  by  $2  billion. 
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Another  benefit  that  will  immediately  develop  from  the  accelerated  road  and 
trail  program  that  the  authorizations  of  H.R.  10619  would  provide  is  employment 
in  areas  of  labor  surplus  and  low  rural  income.  About  one-fifth  of  the  road  and 
trail  construction  called  for  during  the  10-year  period  is  in  such  areas. 

An  accelerated  road  and  trail  building  program  is  necessary  because  of  the 
increased  public  use  of  national  forest  areas  and  the  contemplated  expansion  of 
the  timber-cutting  program.  In  addition  to  providing  much-needed  improvements 
on  national  forest  lands,  it  will  also  provide  jobs  for  unemployed  workers  in 
districts  like  the  northern  peninsula  of  Michigan  where  national  forests  are  a 
vital  part  of  our  economy. 

Mr.  Scherer.  Mr.  Chairman,  there  appears  in  this  morning’s 
Washington  Post  an  interesting  article  by  Laurence  Stern  entitled 
“Commuters  in  Chicago  Wouldn’t  Use  El  if  Paid.”  This  deals  with 
the  mass  transit  provisions  of  the  legislation  now  before  us.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  it  be  incorporated  in  the  record  at  that  point 
where  that  particular  provision  of  the  Buckley  bill  was  being 
discussed. 

Mr.  Fallon.  Is  there  any  objection? 

So  ordered. 

(The  article  referred  to  is  as  follows:) 

[From  the  Washington  Post,  May  2,  1962] 

Commuters  in  Chicago  Wouldn’t  Use  El  if  Paid 
(By  Laurence  Stern,  Staff  Reporter) 

Atlantic  City,  May  1 — Even  if  they  threw  away  the  fare  box,  transit  systems 
would  have  trouble  enticing  commuters  away  from  their  cars,  a  pilot  study  of 
motorists  in  Chicago  suggests. 

In  fact,  reported  Leon  N.  Moses,  director  of  research  for  Northwestern  Uni¬ 
versity’s  transportation  center,  many  motorists  would  continue  to  shun  public 
transit  if  they  were  paid  to  ride  it. 

Moses,  an  economist  who  directed  the  survey  of  5,000  Chicago  commuters, 
announced  these  findings  at  the  national  conference  of  the  American  Society  of 
Planning  Officials  here: 

Only  13  percent  of  the  auto  commuters  in  the  sample  group  would  be  lured 
to  public  transit  with  free  elevated  subway  fares  and  18  percent  would  abandon 
their  cars  for  free  buses  and  trolleys.  Ithaca,  N.Y.,  is  now  experimenting  with 
such  a  program. 

It  would  take  a  “negative  fare”  of  35  cents  to  divert  half  of  the  home-to-work 
motorists  from  their  automobiles  to  buses  and  streetcars. 

To  shift  a  similar  percentage  to  the  city’s  subway,  riders  would  have  to  be 
paid  45  cents  per  trip. 

Half  of  the  sample  group  indicated  they  would  use  suburban  commuter  rail 
lines  if  they  were  paid  only  15  cents  per  trip. 

Moses  said  his  survey  was  prompted  by  the  growing  clamor  for  subsidization 
of  mass  transportation  to  cut  down  on  the  disruptive  impact  of  urban  freeway 
construction  within  central  cities. 

As  an  alternative  means  of  stimulating  transit  use  he  considered  the  effects  of 
increasing  auto  commuting  costs. 

If  the  cost  of  driving  to  work  were  increased  by  $1.30  per  day,  for  example, 
there  would  be  a  50-percent  shift  to  the  el  subway  system. 

On  the  other  hand,  warned  Moses,  a  possible  result  of  increasing  driving  costs 
might  be  to  shift  jobs  and  industry  out  of  the  central  city  into  the  suburban  ring. 

(Findings  in  Moses’  study  run  contrary,  however,  to  results  of  a  recent  survey 
of  automobile  commuters  conducted  by  the  General  Services  Administration  in 
the  Washington  area.  More  than  one-fourth  of  the  drivers  said  they  would  be 
willing  to  leave  their  cars  at  home  if  cheaper  and  faster  bus  service  were  available.) 

While  there  is  a  growing  demand  for  improved  mass  transportation  services, 
Moses  cautioned  that  the  cost  of  subsidizing  any  large  scale  conversion  to  transit 
“could  be  greater  than  all  the  subsidy  programs  we  have  ever  engaged  in — 
agricultural,  maritime,  and  defense  included.” 

President  Kennedy  has  asked  Congress  to  enact  a  $500  million,  3-year  pro¬ 
gram  of  grants  designed  to  stimulate  better  urban  transit.  This  step  was  pro- 
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posed  by  the  administration  to  balance  expenditures  for  highways,  now  running 
at  $41  billion  at  the  Federal  interstate  level. 

Recently  the  Institute  of  Public  Administration  in  New  York,  which  helped 
lay  the  groundwork  for  the  administration  program,  estimated  that  the  capital 
needs  of  the  Nation’s  transit  systems  will  be  about  $9  billion  in  the  next  decade. 

In  another  talk,  Max  S.  Wehrly,  executive  director  of  the  Urban  Land  Institute, 
took  a  slap  at  plans  for  redevelopment  of  Washington’s  southwest  waterfront. 

A  former  chairman  of  the  National  Capital  Regional  Planning  Council,  Wehrly 
said,  “Washington  has  lost  its  little  fishermen’s  wharf  on  the  Washington  Channel 
in  the  interest  of  monolithic  renewal- — which  I  consider  a  tragedy.” 

He  also  attacked  what  he  called  “stereotyped”  land  use  and  zoning  policies  on 
grounds  that  they  create  “mechanical  and  uniform”  communities. 

Mr.  Fallon.  If  there  are  no  more  witnesses  before  the  committee 
this  morning,  the  committee  will  adjourn  for  today  subject  to  the 
call  of  the  Chair. 

(Whereupon,  at  11:30  a.m.,  the  subcommittee  adjourned  subject  to 
the  call  of  the  Chair.) 

(The  following  was  furnished  for  insertion.) 


Congress  of  the  United  States, 

House  of  Representatives, 
Washington,  D.C.,  April  16,  1962. 

Hon.  Charles  A.  Buckley, 

Chairman,  Committee  of  Public  W orks, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  Enclosed  herewith  is  a  copy  of  a  letter  dated  April  12 
addressed  to  me  by  one  of  my  constituents,  Mr.  Zane  M.  Jones  of  New  Castle, 
Va.,  concerning  a  proposed  amendment  to  H.R.  9725. 

My  constituent  has  asked  that  his  letter  be  made  a  part  of  the  official  record 
of  the  hearings  conducted  on  this  legislation,  and  I  will  consider  it  a  personal 
courtesy  if  you  will  accommodate  his  request.  Mr.  Jones  is  an  extremely  civic- 
minded  citizen  of  Craig  County  which  is  one  of  the  units  of  the  Sixth  Congres¬ 
sional  District  I  am  privileged  to  represesent.  As  Mr.  Jones  has  so  well  pointed 
out,  52  percent  of  the  area  of  the  committee  is  national  forest  land  and,  for  that 
reason,  it  is  not  included  on  the  county’s  tax  rolls.  Accordingly,  you  will  under¬ 
stand  why  this  matter  is  so  important  to  Craig  County. 

With  kindest  regards,  I  am, 

Sincerely, 

Richard  H.  Poff. 


New  Castle,  Va.,  April  12,  1962. 

Congressman  Richard  H.  Poff, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Poff:  The  National  Association  of  County  Officials  has  proposed 
that  certain  road  appropriations  be  increased  by  this  session  of  Congress. 

They  propose  that  the  development  program  for  the  national  forests,  submitted 
by  the'  President  to  Congress  on  September  21,  1961,  be  implemented  by  increase 
of  $27.5  million  for  Forest  Service  road  and  trail  construction.  I  certainly 
endorse  this  proposal. 

There  is  112,000  acres  of  national  forest  land  in  Craig  County,  52  percent  of 
the  county.  An  increased  road  appropriation  could  mean  much  to  the  economy 
of  the  county.  More  Forest  Service  timber  could  be  offered  for  sale  after  being 
made  accessible.  This  could  increase  our  share  of  the  25-percent  fund  which  the 
Forest  Service  makes  available  annually  for  roads  and  schools.  This  25-percent 
fund  is  based  on  total  yearly  receipts  of  the  individual  national  forests. 

Increased  road  construction  here  could  also  result  in  providing  better  access 
for  hunters,  fishermen,  and  the  general  public  seeking  outdoor  recreation.  Craig 
County  depends  a  great  deal  on  outdoor  recreation  provided  by  Jefferson  National 
Forest  to  supplement  income. 

I  understand  that  hearings  will  be  held  by  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  on 
April  17,  1962,  on  H.R.  9725,  introduced  by  Representative  Fallon.  Would 
you  please  see  that  this  letter  is  made  a  part  of  the  official  record.  Your  endorse¬ 
ment  of  the  proposed  increases  to  the  Fallon  bill,  as  proposed  above,  could  mean 
a  great  deal  to  our  county. 

Very  truly  yours, 


Zane  M.  Jones. 
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The  State  op  Wisconsin, 

Highway  Commission, 
Madison,  April  SO,  1962. 

Subject:  H.R.  11199. 

Hon.  Robert  W.  Kastenmeier, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Kastenmeier:  The  Wisconsin  Highway  Commission 
has  noted  the  introduction  of  H.R.  11199,  which  would  establish  A-B-C  Federal- 
aid  highway  authorizations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965.  We  hereby 
respectfully  present  the  view  of  all  members  of  the  commission  on  behalf  of  the 
State  of  Wisconsin  concerning  the  bill. 

SECTION  2(1) 

We  favor  the  A-B-C  authorizations  for  the  1964  and  1965  fiscal  years  as  pro¬ 
posed  in  the  Fallon  bill,  H.R.  9725,  which  is  in  keeping  with  the  State  policy  of 
the  Congress  at  the  time  of  the  1956  act,  rather  than  those  set  out  in  H.R.  11199. 

As  for  the  authorizations  proposed  in  section  2,  parts  (2),  (3),  (4),  (5),  (6), 
(7),  and  (8),  these  are  satisfactory  provided  that  they  are  not  financed  from  the 
trust  fund. 

As  for  Section  3 — -Assistance  to  Displaced  Families  and  Businesses,  we  advise 
against  the  passage  of  such  a  provision.  This  matter  is  not  a  serious  problem 
at  all,  and  displaced  people  have  not  been  left  homeless  or  seriously  inconven¬ 
ienced  because  of  the  highway  program  in  Wisconsin. 

We  point  out  that  the  proposal  for  making  certain  payments  would  also  involve 
involve  State  funds,  inasmuch  as  the  States  still  furnish  approximately  half  of 
the  money  that  goes  into  the  Federal-aid  highway  construction  program. 

The  bill  leaves  many  cpiestions  unanswered,  such  as  who  would  determine 
what  is  adequate,  safe,  sanitary,  convenient  housing  within  the  means  of  the 
individual.  Also,  as  we  understand  its  provisions,  the  State  would  be  required 
to  make  a  showing  that  this  housing  was  available  before  going  ahead  with 
acquiring  right-of-way  on  any  interstate,  primary,  secondary,  or  urban  project. 

We  believe  that  the  provisions  would  introduce  undue  controversy  and  delay 
into  the  program  and  could  effectively  stop  the  program  in  certain  areas. 

We  believe  that  an  adequate  leadtime  in  planning  and  acquiring  right-of-way 
is  the  best  answer  and  allows  people  and  businesses  time  to  arrange  for  orderly 
relocation. 

Wisconsin  law  for  acquiring  right-of-way  provides  some  help  in  defraying 
moving  costs  imposed  on  people.  Under  the  bill  there  is  actually  no  limitation 
placed  on  payment  for  moving  business. 

As  to  section  6,  we  agree  with  this  proposal. 

As  to  section  7,  concerning  the  urban  transportation  planning  action  program, 
we  are  cooperating  with  the  American  Municipal  Association,  the  National 
Association  of  County  Officials,  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  and  the  Housing 
and  Home  Finance  Agency  to  implement  the  stated  objectives. 

Before  such  planning  is  made  mandatory,  we  urge  that  such  presently  launched 
program  be  given  reasonable  opportunity  to  determine  if  the  cooperative  ap¬ 
proach,  with  all  of  the  agencies  and  levels  of  the  government  participating,  will 
produce  satisfactory  results. 

The  wording  in  the  bill  leaves  the  decision  as  to  whether  a  highway  project 
properly  fits  into  a  comprehensive  and  balanced  transportation  plan  to  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce.  In  many  communities  there  is  a  considerable  difference  of 
opinion  as  to  what  constitutes  a  balanced  transportation  system  and  such  differ¬ 
ences  can  only  lead  to  undue  and  unwarranted  delay  in  obviously  needed  work. 

In  conclusion,  reference  is  made  to  section  8,  which  would  increase  the  highway 
planning  and  research  funds  on  the  A-B-C  authorizations  from  1J4  to  2  percent. 
We  are  opposed  to  the  increase  at  this  time  because  of  the  great  backlog  of  needs 
on  the  A-B-C  systems  and  since  we  have  a  program  underway  to  channel  presently 
allotted  planning  and  research  funds  into  extremely  productive  uses. 

The  increase  in  percentage  withheld  from  A-B-C  authorizations  would  have  to 
be  matched,  except  in  very  special  cases,  and  must  be  used  for  research  exclusively. 
It  will  divert  $5  million  annually  from  needed  A-B-C  roads,  which  means  many 
miles  of  highway.  Currently  the  1}£  percent  funds,  which  were  stepped  up 
drastically  in  1956  by  increasing  the  Federal  aid  program,  amount  to  $50  million 
which  is  expended  for  research  and  planning.  In  Wisconsin  the  total  of  1  }i 
percent  funds,  plus  matching,  aggregates  approximately  $1  million  per  year. 
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In  addition  varying  but  significant  amounts  of  State  funds  are  used  annually 
for  research  without  Federal  aid.  We  believe  this  is  adequate. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Harvey  Grasse,  Chairman. 


West  Virginia  County  and  Circuit  Clerks 


Association, 
April  11,  1962. 


called  to  my  attention  that  a 
1962,  reference  the  Fallon  bill, 


Re  Fallon  bill,  H.R.  9725. 

Hon.  Charles  A.  Buckley, 

Chairman,  Public  Works  Committee, 

House  of  Representatives, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Buckley:  It  has  been 
committee  hearing  is  scheduled  for  April  16, 
designated  as  House  bill  9725  which  includes  $50  million  appropriation  for  national 
forest  developments  consisting  of  roads  and  trails. 

The  West  Virginia  Association  of  County  &  Circuit  Clerks  have  unanimously 
adopted  a  resolution  supporting  the  above-mentioned  bill  and  request  that  this 
letter  be  identified  and  be  made  part  of  the  record  in  testimony  supporting  the 
cause  for  this  important  legislation.  The  National  Association  of  County  Officials, 
of  which  our  State  association  is  an  integral  part,  has  endorsed  a  vigorous  develop¬ 
ment  program  for  our  national  forest,  and  our  State  clerks’  association  feels  that 
it  is  incumbent  on  us  to  support  the  national  organization  in  order  to  accelerate 
the  construction  of  roads  and  trails  in  our  national  forest  which  is  so  badly  needed. 

Much  emphasis  has  been  placed  on  tourism  in  West  Virginia,  and  this  has  been 
stressed  in  all  phases  of  our  Government,  including  our  Representatives  in  Con¬ 
gress  and  members  of  our  State  and  county  government.  We  feel  that  promotion 
of  tourism  in  West  Virginia  is  a  basic  requirement  to  stabilize  our  economy  which 
has  suffered  in  recent  years  because  of  automation  in  industry,  and  the  migration 
of  our  people  to  large  industrial  centers  outside  our  State.  If  tourism  is  to 
expand  in  our  State  and  take  its  proper  place  in  our  economy,  one  of  the  first 
requirements  is  to  support  a  roadbuilding  program  that  will  be  accelerated  over 
a  period  of  years  consistant  with  our  desires  and  needs.  Regardless  of  the 
Federal  and  State  highways  constructed  in  our  State,  they  will  be  of  no  avail  to 
tourists,  unless  the  roads  and  trails  in  our  national  forests  are  constructed  to 
permit  tourists  to  participate  in  the  sports  and  recreation  offered  by  such. 

The  West  Virginia  Clerks  Association  will  appreciate  your  consideration  of  our 
above  request  and  beg  of  you  to  support  the  legislation  contained  in  House  bill 
No.  9725. 

Respectfully  yours, 

C.  Harold  Hanks,  President. 


Sport  Fishing  Institute, 
Washington,  D.C.,  April  18,  1962. 

Re  H.R.  11199  and  H.R.  9725  concerning  forest  roads  and  trails. 

Hon.  Charles  A.  Buckley, 

Chairman,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Buckley:  The  Sport  Fishing  Institute,  Washington, 
D.C.,  a  nonprofit  scientific  and  educational  fish  conservation  organization  dedi¬ 
cated  to  the  improvement  of  sport  fishing,  and  supported  by  fishermen  and  in¬ 
dustry,  endorses  H.R.  11199,  introduced  by  you  and  H.R.  9725,  introduced  by 
Congressman  George  H.  Fallon  (of  your  committee).  These  bills,  with  proposed 
amendments,  would  provide  enabling  legislation  to  begin  construction  of  roads 
and  trails  into  the  national  forests  by  fiscal  year  1963. 

The  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1960  (Public  Law  86-657)  annually  allows  road 
appropriations  to  the  U.S.  Forest  Service.  However,  these  funds  ($37)4  million 
for  fiscal  year  1963),  are  a  mere  drop  in  the  bucket  when  compared  to  the  $1.2 
billion  that  are  considered  to  be  needed  for  the  proposed  10-year  roadbuilding 
program  in  the  national  forests,  to  be  consummated  by  1972. 

The  Sport  Fishing  Institute  recommends  that  these  bills  be  strengthened  by 
amending  them  as  follows: 

Page  2,  section  2,  paragraph  (3),  lines  17  through  20  (H.R.  11199)  and  lines 
16  through  18  (H.R.  9725),  to  read  as  follows  with  recommended  changes  in 
italic : 
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“For  forest  development  roads  and  trails,  $67,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  SO,  1963,  $90,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $120,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965.” 

Since  these  proposed  amendments  include  a  request  ($67,500,000)  for  fiscal 
year  1963,  other  appropriate  amendments  may  be  necessary.  We  feel  that  be¬ 
cause  of  the  immediacy  of  the  need  for  these  funds,  1963  should  be  included  in 
these  increased  authorizations,  thereby  providing  a  firm  base  for  commencement 
of  the  10-year  roadbuilding  program  by  the  U.S.  Forest  Service. 

These  bills  would  provide  for  a  system  of  roads  and  trails  necessary  for  the  use, 
protection,  and  administration  of  U.S.  Forest  Service  lands.  Passage  of  this 
proposed  legislation  now  would  make  money  available  July  1,  1962.  The  pressing 
need  is  now.  We  believe  that  $67)4  million  should  be  made  available  for  fiscal 
year  1963,  as  would  be  provided  in  these  bills,  with  proposed  amendments,  to 
develop  “multiple-use  management  roads.”  Multiple-use  and  sustained  yields 
would  be  the  goal  for  mineral,  outdoor  recreation,  range,  timber,  watershed,  fish, 
and  wildlife  purposes. 

Access  into  national  forests,  as  well  as  the  public  domain  under  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management,  is  one  area  of  potential  expansion  of  our  outdoor  recreating 
Americans.  With  recreational  demands  upon  our  natural  resources  being  at  the 
levels  reported  to  the  President  by  the  Outdoor  Recreation  Resources  Review 
Commission,  it  would  seem  imperative  to  utilize  the  full  potential  of  presently 
available  resources.  This,  of  course,  must  be  done  in  the  light  of  what  is  the 
best  use  for  the  greatest  number  of  people,  using  the  wisest  management  concepts 
now  available. 

Such  forest  lands  are  spread  throughout  the  country,  and  could  be  made  avail¬ 
able  to  millions  of  people.  For  example,  much  new  fishing  water  could  be  made 
available  to  our  Nation’s  45  million  anglers.  This  would  have  the  sound  objec¬ 
tive  of  dispersing  public  use,  rather  than  concentrating  it.  The  latter  situation 
is  already  a  real  problem,  offering  little  solution  in  special-purpose  reservations 
such  as  wildlife  refuges  and  national  parks  and  monuments.  The  roads  and 
trails  development  funds  as  would  be  authorized  in  these  bills  (with  proposed 
amendments),  would  go  far  toward  relieving  this  problem. 

There  are  a  great  many  untouched  resources  within  the  bounds  of  national 
forests.  It’s  chiefly  a  matter  of  securing  suitable  access  to  them,  the  principle 
of  conservation  through  wise  use  being  one  of  the  basic  fundamentals.  Therefore, 
Sport  Fishing  Institute  urges  the  passage  of  this  proposed  legislation,  including 
our  proposed  amendments,  and  respectfully  requests  that  this  letter  be  made  a 
part  of  the  official  record  of  hearings.  Thank  you. 

Sincerely, 


Philip  A.  Douglas, 

Executive  Secretary. 


Statement  of  American  Automobile  Association  on  Federal  Aid  Highway 

Act  of  1962 

The  public  record  of  the  American  Automobile  Association  in  support  of  the 
principles  of  Federal  aid  to  States  for  highway  construction  is  well  established  and 
dates  back  to  the  first  Federal-aid  highway  bill  passed  in  1916. 

Perhaps  the  best  known  part  of  this  record  is  our  support  of  the  Federal  Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1956  which  provided  for  a  greatly  expanded  Federal  role  in  high¬ 
way  building,  and  also  provided  for  an  increase  in  the  Federal  taxes  on  highway 
users  and  the  dedication  of  certain  Federal  user  taxes  to  the  highway  trust  fund 
for  the  purpose  of  accelerating  construction  on  both  the  National  System  of  Inter- 
State  and  Defense  Highways  and  the  A-B-C  systems. 

It  is  with  this  background  of  our  longtime  support  of  Federal-aid  highway  legis¬ 
lation  that  we  place  before  vou  our  views  on  H.R.  9725,  H.R.  9848,  and  II. R. 
11199. 

We  note  that  of  these  three  bills  the  first  two  simply  provide  for  authorizations 
for  continuing  Federal  aid  on  the  A-B-C  systems  for  the  fiscal  years  1964-65  with, 
of  course,  the  customary  provision  for  forest  highways,  forest  development  roads 
and  trails,  park  roads  and  trails,  parkways,  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges, 
and  public  lands  highways  which,  of  course,  are  a  charge  against  the  general  funds 
of  Government. 

The  third  piece  of  legislation,  H.R.  11199,  is  considerably  enlarged  in  scope, 
providing  not  only  for  the  the  regular  authorizations  for  the  2  fiscal  years  in  ques¬ 
tion,  plus  those  other  authorizations  included  in  the  other  bills,  but  also  is  ex- 
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ended  to  deal  with  the  relocation  of  families  and  businesses  as  a  result  of  the 
taking  of  land  for  highway  construction;  a  substantially  enlarged  activity  in  the 
area  of  urban  transportation  research;  the  increase  in  the  l)4-percent  Federal 
planning  funds  for  A-B-C  systems  to  2  percent;  and  finally  the  extension  of 
Federal-aid  secondary  routes  into  urban  areas. 

ABC  AUTHORIZATIONS 

With  regard  to  the  regular  authorizations  for  the  A-B-C  systems  for  the  fiscal 
years  1964  and  1965  provided  for  in  all  three  bills,  we  note  the  difference  in  the 
annual  provision  as  contained  in  H.R.  9725  and  the  other  two  bills.  AAA  policy 
calls  for  “concurrently  increasing  the  Federal-aid  primary,  secondary,  and  urban 
highway  programs  to  accommodate  expanding  highway  traffic  requirements, 
within  the  scope  of  the  Federal  Government’s  responsibility.”  Either  of  the 
concepts  set  forth  in  the  two  different  versions  of  the  three  bills  in  question  ap¬ 
pears  to  accomplish  this  purpose. 

OTHER  HIGHWAY  AUTHORIZATIONS 

We  reiterate  our  view  that  authorizations  for  highways  on  lands  under  Federal 
ownership,  control,  or  jurisdiction  are  and  should  contiue  to  be  a  charge  against 
the  general  funds  of  Government  and  not  against  the  highway  trust  fund. 

SECTION  3  OF  H.R.  11199:  ASSISTANCE  FOR  DISPLACED  FAMILIES  AND  BUSINESSES 

Section  3  provides  for  certain  payments  to  persons  and  businesses  displaced 
by  acquisition  of  lands  for  highway  purposes  and  in  so  doing  seeks  to  redefine 
the  term  “highway  construction”  as  set  forth  in  section  101,  title  23.  We  have 
noted  with  interest  the  fact  that  the  Select  Subcommittee  on  Real  Property 
Acquisitions  of  the  House  Public  Works  Committee  is  currently  considering  this 
problem  as  it  relates  to  all  forms  of  Federal  and  federally  aided  construction  and 
that  said  subcommittee  has  not  as  yet  had  an  opportunity  to  complete  its  survey 
and  report. 

We  therefore  suggest  that  the  roads  subcommittee  permit  the  select  subcom¬ 
mittee  to  complete  its  study  before  considering  any  such  provision. 

SECTION  6  OF  H.R.  11199:  FEDERAL-AID  SECONDARY  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM:  URBAN  AREAS 

This  section  provides  for  the  further  extension  of  certain  parts  of  the  Federal 
aid  secondary  system  into  and  through  urban  areas  so  as  to  provide  for  an 
integrated  and  connected  svstem. 

We  believe  this  is  a  logical  and  proper  recommendation  and  is  in  agreement 
with  basic  policy  of  the  American  Automobile  Association,  which  stresses  the 
importance  of  properly  integrated  Federal  aid  highway  systems. 

SECTION  7  OF  H.R.  11199:  TRANSPORTATION  PLANNING  IN  METROPOLITAN  AREAS 

This  section  provides  for  cooperation  as  between  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
and  the  States  in  development  of  long-range  highway  plans  and  programs, 
properly  coordinated  with  plans  for  improvements  in  other  forms  of  transpor¬ 
tation  and  formulated  with  due  consideration  to  their  probable  effect  on  the 
future  development  of  metropolitan  areas.  The  objective  appears  to  be  carrying 
on  of  needed  forms  of  urban  transportation  research  and  planning  and  to  insure 
effective  liaison  and  coordination  among  local  governmental  agencies  and  between 
local  governmental  agencies  and  State  and  Federal  transportation  departments, 
although  this  interpretation  is  not  clearly  or  specifically  stated. 

This  association  has  long  been  on  record  favoring  effective  urban  transportation 
planning. 

It  is  our  judgment,  however,  that  the  language  in  section  7  is  vague  as  to  its 
practical  application,  is  subject  to  greatly  differing  interpretations  and,  thus, 
would  have  adverse  effects  on  the  orderly  development  of  highways  in  urban  areas. 

For  example,  the  imposition  of  a  date  (July  1,  1965),  after  which  the  Secretary 
shall  make  certain  findings,  brings  into  sharp  focus  the  inability  of  many  official 
planning  agencies  to  come  to  agreement  with  suburban  communities  and  the 
frequent  long  delays  in  coming  to  an  agreement  as  to  plans  for  overall  area 
development. 
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This  problem  has  also  confronted  State  highway  administrators  for  years  in 
their  attempts  to  secure  sound  highway  transportation  plans  in  urban  areas, 
properly  integrated  with  overall  city  planning  involving  other  aspects  of  metro¬ 
politan  area  development. 

This  requirement  may  place  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  in  the  position  of  being 
unable  to  carry  out  on  schedule  the  interstate  highway  program  carefully  developed 
by  Congress  and  adequately  financed  by  highway  user  taxes,  a  program  for  which 
the  Secretary  has  the  final  responsibility  to  the  Congress. 

One  of  the  fundamental  concepts  of  the  National  System  of  Interstate  and 
Defense  Highways  is  completion  of  that  system  in  all  parts  of  the  country  by 
1972,  thus  providing  an  indispensable  transportation  network  to  serve  the  military 
and  civilian  defense  needs  of  the  Nation  as  well  as  to  promote  the  general  welfare 
and  the  overall  economy.  This  was  clearly  the  intent  of  Congress  when  in  the 
Federal-aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  it  declared: 

“It  is  the  intent  of  Congress  that  the  Interstate  System  be  completed  as  nearly 
as  practicable  over  a  13-year  period  and  that  the  entire  system  in  all  the  States  be 
brought  to  simultaneous  completion.”  [Italic  added.]  Section  108,  Public  Law 
627. 

How  would  enactment  of  section  7  of  H.R.  1 1 199  affect  this  carefully  conceived 
purpose?  Are  not  the  conditions  imposed  upon  the  Secretary  in  said  section  7 
a  substantial  roadblock  in  the  achievement  of  this  important  goal? 

The  requirement  that  there  must  be  a  finding  of  “adequate  comprehensive  de¬ 
velopment  plans  or  a  continuing  comprehensive  transportation  process”  and  that 
“the  Federal-aid  system  so  developed  will  be  an  integral  part  of  a  soundly  based, 
balanced  transportation  system  for  the  area  involved”  could  have  different  mean¬ 
ings  in  different  places  to  different  agencies  and  people.  These  development 
plans,  or  this  comprehensive  transportation  planning  process,  must,  according  to 
the  proposed  legislation,  be  “carried  on  cooperatively  by  the  States  and  local  com¬ 
munities  *  *  *.”  What  agency  of  a  State  shall  have  this  responsibility?  Who 
in  the  local  community  is  to  share  this  responsibility?  Which  of  the  State  or  local 
agency  certifications  of  the  existence  of  a  comprehensive  plan  will  the  Secretary  be 
authorized  to  accept  as  a  basis  upon  which  to  make  his  findings,  and  what  shall  be 
the  elements  of  such  a  plan?  Must  all  of  the  municipalities  in  a  metropolitan  area 
be  in  agreement  on  a  comprehensive  plan,  or  would  agreement  of  a  certain  per¬ 
centage  of  the  affected  municipalities  constitute  a  sufficient  warrant  for  the 
Secretary  to  make  a  finding?  If  so,  what  percentage  of  the  communities  must  be 
in  agreement?  Could  failure  of  one  community  to  accept  the  comprehensive 
plan  result  in  serious  delay  in  the  expeditious  completion  of  Federal-aid  highway 
programs  for  the  metropolitan  area  complex? 

These  are  some  of  the  questions  which  need  to  be  answered. 

While  coordination  of  urban  transportation  planning  is  desirable,  the  American 
Automobile  Association  feels  that  there  should  be  some  assurance,  specifically 
stated,  that  completion  of  Federal-aid  highway  projects  in  urban  areas  will  not  be 
jeopardized  as  a  result  of  local  controversies  as  to  the  acceptance  of  all  elements 
of  a  proposed  comprehensive  plan  by  all  communities  affected. 

The  AAA  is  convinced  that  this  section  is  in  need  of  further  careful  study,  both 
as  to  specific  purpose  and  content,  before  inclusion  in  any  Federal-aid  highway 
legislation. 


Statement  of  Joseph  S.  Miller  on  Behalf  of  Western  Forest  Industries 

Association,  Portland,  Oreg. 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  am  Joseph  S.  Miller,  of 
1028  Connecticut  Avenue,  Washington,  D.C.  I  appear  on  behalf  of  Western 
Forest  Industries  Association,  2319  Lloyd  Center,  Portland,  Oreg.  The  associa¬ 
tion’s  membership  consists  of  about  100  manufacturers  of  lumber  and  plywood 
in  the  Pacific  Northwest.  The  common  bond  among  the  membership  is  their 
individual  dependence  for  their  raw  material  supply  upon  the  public  forest  lands 
administered  by  the  Forest  Service  and  the  Department  of  the  Interior. 

The  association  urges  the  enactment  of  H.R.  11199,  with  the  authorization 
for  forest  roads  and  trails  changed  to  $67.5  million,  $90  million,  and  $120  million 
for  fiscal  years  1963,  1964,  and  1965,  respectively. 

Heretofore  the  great  bulk  of  road  mileage  in  the  national  forests  has  been 
constructed  to  Forest  Service  requirements  by  timber  operators  as  an  aspect  of 
their  timber  sale  contracts.  In  effect  the  Government  has  been  using  the  working 
capital  of  timber  operators.  To  many  sawmill  owners  this  has  imposed  a  heavy 
burden.  Now  with  the  sudden  penetration  of  our  American  lumber  market  by 
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Canadian  lumber  with  consequent  heavy  unemployment  in  our  western  timber 
areas,  this  has  become  a  burden  that  many  operators  can  no  longer  bear. 

Roads  constructed  by  timber  operators  proceed  slowly  into  the  far  reaches 
of  the  forests.  Roads  are  essential  to  fire  suppression.  Hence  our  firefighting 
capabilities  suffer  severely  for  lack  of  needed  access  roads.  In  addition  in  the 
far  reaches  of  the  forests  are  hundreds  of  millions  of  feet  of  timber  that  succumb 
annually  to  insects  and  disease.  With  roads  available  this  mortality  can  be  saved, 
the  asset  converted  into  revenue  for  the  Treasury  before  it  has  rotted  beyond 
economic  recovery,  and  employment  can  be  promoted. 

Under  existing  law,  as  we  understand  it,  the  Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of 
Land  Management  may  require  timber  operators  to  build  roads  only  to  the 
standard  that  would  be  followed  by  a  prudent  timber  operator  in  the  construction 
of  a  road  to  be  used  to  harvest  only  the  single  patch  of  timber  included  in  one 
sale.  Roads  of  this  type,  of  course,  have  neither  the  size,  safety,  nor  permanence 
to  accommodate  heavily  increasing  multiple-use  loads.  Availability  of  additional 
funds  to  the  Forest  Service  and  Bureau  of  Land  Management  would  enable  these 
agencies  to  participate  with  timber  operators  in  cooperative  arrangements  for 
construction  of  roads  of  the  type  that  are  needed  if  mult  iple  use  is  to  be  translated 
from  concept  to  practice. 

In  addition,  through  the  pine  belt  of  11  Western  States,  the  low  value,  so-called 
associated  species  of  timber,  such  as  lodgepole  pine,  when  appraised  by  the  Forest 
Service,  often  reflects  either  a  negative  value  or  too  low  a  profit  to  justify  the  use 
of  this  timber.  This  means  that  Forest  Service  appraisals  of  the  associated 
species,  even  when  appraised  at  a  wholly  nominal  minimum,  reflect  the  fact  that 
the  return  from  the  sale  of  wood  products  made  from  these  off-species  will  not 
cover  the  costs  of  logging,  road  construction,  manufacturing  and  a  profit  margin 
defined  as  fair  in  the  Forest  Service  appraisal  system.  Nevertheless,  in  order  to 
keep  operating  and  in  order  to  make  use  of  this  resource,  operators  must  buy  this 
timber  and  harvest  it  even  when  it  is  clear  that  substantial  losses  may  ensue. 
Indeed,  in  some  areas  operations  and  communities  are  built  entirely  around  the 
harvesting  of  these  associated  species.  If  the  mill  owner  is  finally  forced  to  close 
his  operation,  the  local  community  withers.  One  of  the  substantial  elements  of 
cost  in  harvesting  such  associated  species  is  the  road  construction  that  must  be 
performed  by  the  operator  with  his  own  capital.  With  the  funds  that  we  propose 
for  authorization  the  Forest  Service  could  either  built  roads  in  advance  of  timber 
sales  to  the  standards  most  suitable  for  full  multiple  use  or,  in  the  alternative, 
could  enter  into  cooperative  road  construction  agreements  with  the  successful 
timber  bidders.  This  would  enable  operators  to  continue  the  harvest  of  these 
off-species  so  that  the  lands  can  be  converted  to  growing  new,  desirable  timber 
crops.  In  the  meantime,  employment  and  communities  would  not  suffer. 


Department  of  Commerce, 

Bureau  of  Public  Roads, 
Washington,  D.C.,  April  20,  1962. 

Hon.  George  H.  Fallon, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Fallon:  Supplementing  my  testimony  of  April  17,  1962,  on  H.R. 
9725,  H.R.  9848,  and  H.R.  11199,  I  am  submitting  for  the  record  the  enclosed 
tables  showing  estimated  receipts,  expenditures  and  trust  fund  balances  for  the 
fiscal  years  1957-73  under  existing  legislation  and  under  legislation  which  would 
take  aviation  fuel  tax  out  of  the  highway  trust  fund.  These  tables  are  copies  of 
statements  appearing  on  pages  8  and  9  of  the  report  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  entitled  “Financial  Condition  and  Fiscal  Operations  of  the  Highway 
Trust  Fund,  Fiscal  Year  1961”  (H.Doc.  No.  349,  87th  Cong.,  2d  sess.). 

Inclusion  of  these  tables  in  the  record  of  the  hearings  will  be  appreciated. 
Sincerely  yours. 

Rex  M.  Whitton, 
Federal  Highway  Administrator. 


Statement  No.  2. — Status  of  highway  trust  fund,  actual  fiscal  years  1957-61,  and  estimates,  1962-73,  under  existing  legislation 

[In  millions  of  dollars] 
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1  Assuming  authorizations  will  be  extended  for  the  fiscal  years  1964-72  with  biennial  advances  to  States,  and  special  $400,000,000  of  primary,  secondary,  and  urban  funds 

increases  of  $25,000,000  (from  $925,000,000  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1962  and  1963)  to  a  authorized  by  sec.  2(a)  of  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  ofl958. 

$1,000,000,000  maximum  annually.  3  Includes  receipts  on  tax  liabilities  accrued  prior  to  Oct.  1,  1972,  but  collected  thereafter. 

2  Includes  emergency  relief  funds,  bridge  and  dam  design  and  construction  funds, 


Statement  No.  3. — Status  of  highway  trust  fund,  actual  fiscal  years  1957-61,  and  estimates  1962-73,  under  existing  and  'proposed  legislation 

[In  millions  of  dollars] 
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1  Assuming  authorizations  will  be  extended  for  the  fiscal  years  1964-72  with  biennial  advances  to  States,  and  special  $400,000,000  of  primary,  secondary,  and  urban  funds  au- 

increases  of  $25,000,000  (from  $925,000,000  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1962  and  1963)  to  a  thorized  by  sec.  2(a)  of  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1958. 

$1 ,000,000,000  maximum  annually.  3  Includes  receipts  on  tax  liabilities  accrued  prior  to  Oct.  1 , 1972,  but  collected  thereafter. 

2  Includes  emergency  relief  funds,  bridge  and  dam  design  and  construction  funds, 
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Department  of  Commerce, 

Bureau  of  Public  Roads, 
Washington,  D.C.,  May  7,  196:1. 

Hon.  George  H.  Fallon, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Roads,  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman:  Following  my  testimony  on  May  1,  1962,  in  regard  to 
our  estimate  of  the  cost  of  relocating  tenants  and  businesses  on  the  Interstate 
and  ABC  systems,  and  utility  costs  of  the  program,  I  checked  the  detail  estimates 
and  I  wish  to  submit  these  for  the  record  rather  than  the  general  approximations 
that  I  used: 

1.  Relocation  cost  for  interstate  program. — On  the  basis  of  estimates  developed 
by  Public  Roads  and  included  in  the  urban  transportation  joint  report  to  the 
President  by  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Administrator  and  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce,  the  interstate  program  is  estimated  to  displace  about  15,000  fami¬ 
lies  and  1,500  businesses  annually  during  each  of  the  next  few  years.  Under 
limitations  of  $200  per  family  and  $3,000  per  business,  the  cost  of  the  relocation 
program  would  be  about  $45  million  for  the  interstate  program,  including  both 
State  and  Federal  funds. 

2.  Additional  relocation  costs  for  ABC  program. — Relocation  costs  for  the  ABC 
program  are  estimated  at  about  $5  million.  This  is  a  very  general  estimate, 
based  on  about  10  percent  of  interstate  program  costs.  The  total  estimate  for 
the  Interstate  and  ABC  programs  combined,  including  both  State  and  Federal 
funds,  is  $50  million.  This  information  is  based  on  prior  estimates  received  from 
field  offices,  modified  by  experience  of  the  Urban  Renewal  Administration. 

3.  Cost  of  utility  relocations. — Twenty-six  States  have  enacted  legislation  pro¬ 
viding  for  reimbursement  to  utilities  for  the  cost  of  relocating  facilities  located 
on  public  right-of-way.  Cost  data  are  not  available  covering  separately  this 
portion  of  the  total  cost  of  relocating  utility  facilities.  The  costs  of  all  utility 
relocation  work  authorized  on  Federal-aid  highway  projects  during  the  calendar 
year  1961  were  as  follows,  covering  facilities  located  on  both  publicly  owned  and 
privately  owned  rights-of-way: 


Program 

Total  cost 

Federal  funds 

Interstate _ _ 

4RC 

$62,118, 000 
17, 336, 000 

$49, 401, 000 
8,734,000 

Total _ 

79, 454, 000 

58, 135, 000 

Utility  relocation  work  was  authorized  during  1961  in  all  States  except 
Delaware. 

Please  advise  if  I  can  be  of  further  assistance  to  the  committee. 

Sincerely  yours, 

Rex  M.  Whitton, 
Federal  Highway  Administrator . 


Statement  of  Congressman  at  Large,  Walter  S.  Baring,  Nevada,  Before 
Public  Works  Subcommittee  on  Roads,  Relative  to  Forest  Develop¬ 
ment  Roads  in  National  Forests,  H.R.  11199,  Wednesday,  April  18,  1962 

On  September  21,  1961,  the  President  transmitted  to  the  U.S.  Congress  a 
development  program  for  the  national  forests,  and  suggested  that  this  program 
be  implemented  by  increasing  the  authorization  for  forest  development  roads  and 
trails  in  the  1963  fiscal  budget. 

The  legislation  before  the  Public  Works  Subcommittee  on  Roads  today,  H.R. 
11199  appears  only  to  increase  this  authorization  $10  million  over  the  1960 
Federal  Highway  Act  which  provided  $40  million  authorization  for  these  forest 
development  roads.  However,  in  Representative  Ullman’s  bill,  H.R.  10619,  the 
amount  for  the  fiscal  year  1963  for  this  item  is  $67.5  million  which  is  more  in  line 
with  the  request  of  the  President  of  September  21,  1961. 

If  these  roads  are  to  be  properly  developed,  and  if  this  program  is  not  to  lag 
behind,  it  is  evident  that  the  initial  year  must  start  with  large  enough  an  authoriza- 
tion  to  commence  the  program  we  have  set  out  to  accomplish. 
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The  increased  construction  of  forest  access  roads,  by  Federal  appropriation, 
will  result  in  a  more  permanent  type  of  forest  road  system  and  will  increase  access 
for  forest  fire  protection,  which  is  of  ultimate  importance  in  the  Nevada  national 
forests,  it  will  increase  recreation  and  other  multiple  uses  and  increase  revenues 
for  State  and  local  governments,  since,  when  the  Government  builds  these  roads 
there  is  a  greater  opportunity  for  small  mills  and  loggers  to  bid,  and  this  in  turn 
tends  to  increase  the  amount  the  Government  would  otherwise  realize  from  sale 
of  timber,  when  the  Government  builds  the  roads.  Furthermore,  payments  are 
made  when  the  timber  is  actually  cut;  this  makes  it  possible  for  small  operators 
to  participate,  and  thus  increase  competition  for  national  forest  timber. 

Under  the  present  program  it  is  apparent  that  we  are  not  getting  the  sort  of 
roads  which  were  intended  under  the  Multiple  Use-Sustained  Yield  Act  of  1960 
which  in  turn  directs  that  the  national  forests  shall  be  administered  for  outdoor 
recreation,  watershed,  wildlife  and  fishing  purposes. 

A  substandard  road  has  wasted  millions  of  dollars  in  expensive  maintenance 
costs  and  in  reconstruction  and  replacement  costs  for  the  Government.  I,  there¬ 
fore,  feel  that  the  $67.5  million  as  provided  in  H.It.  10619  for  1963  is  a  more 
true  figure  for  accomplishing  the  national  forests  development  program. 

I  am  including  in  my  statement  a  telegram  which  I  have  just  received  from  the 
Elko  Chamber  of  Commerce  which  states  the  urgent  need  for  development  of  the 
forest  roads: 

Elko,  Nev.,  April  11,  1962. 

Hon.  Walter  S.  Baring, 

House  of  Representatives: 

We  feel  there  is  urgent  need  for  appropriations  provided  for  in  H.R.  10619  on 
which  hearings  scheduled  by  public  works  subcommittee  headed  by  George 
Fallon,  Thursday.  Measure  provides  badly  needed  funds  for  construction 
forest  development  roads  providing  access  to  forest  lands  which  must  be  provided 
if  these  areas  are  to  meet  recreational  needs  of  West.  Development  of  proposed 
Ruby  Mountain  Scenic  Area  will  be  impossible  unless  adequate  road  development 
funds  provided. 

Elko  Chamber  of  Commerce. 

Nevada  is  in  particular  need  of  development  forest  roads  for  much  of  the 
national  forest  area  has  not  yet  been  developed,  and  the  population  of  Nevada 
has  increased  tremendously  over  the  last  10  years,  besides  the  steady  flow  of  visitors 
from  other  States  create  a  need  for  the  more  accessible  recreation  areas,  not  to 
forget  the  abundant  hunting  and  fishing  in  the  Nevada  national  forests,  and 
many  of  these  fine  fishing  areas  are  almost  inaccessible  until  such  time  as  proper 
development  forest  roads  and  trails  can  be  established. 

If  we  are  going  to  do  a  good  job  on  the  proposed  recreation  program  at  all,  let 
us  begin  to  do  it  right  as  suggested  by  the  President  from  the  very  start  so  that 
we  can  share  our  great  outdoors  with  all  of  the  people  of  this  country. 


Statement  of  Industrial  Forestry  Association,  Portland,  Oreg.,  on 

H.R.  9848  and  H.R. 9725 

The  Industrial  Forestry  Association  has  continuously  stressed  the  need  for 
timber  access  roads  in  the  national  forests  since  1947.  It  supported  increased 
authorizations  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  before  the  Subcommittees 
on  Roads  of  the  House  and  Senate  Committees  on  Public  Works  in  1952,  1954, 
1957,  1958,  and  1960.  It  has  done  so  because  without  an  adequate  timber  access 
road  system  the  national  forests  can  never  contribute  their  full  allowable  timber 
harvest  to  the  Nation’s  economy. 

The  Industrial  Forestry  Association  consists  of  76  members  in  the  business  of 
growing  and  harvesting  timber  and  manufacturing  lumber,  pulp  and  paper, 
plywood,  shingles,  hard  and  soft  boards,  and  other  forest  products.  Its  members 
operate  more  than  335  wood-using  plants  which  employ  70,000  people  in  Wash¬ 
ington  and  Oregon  west  of  the  Cascades.  Their  annual  payroll  exceeds  $350 
million. 

In  the  last  5  years  association  members  have  purchased  more  than  a  quarter  of 
the  national  forest  timber  sold  in  our  region,  so  we  have  extensive  firsthand 
knowledge  of  the  need  for  timber  access  roads. 

To  emphasize  the  necessity  for  an  adequate  system  of  timber  access  roads  in  the 
national  forests  of  Oregon  and  Washington  only  a  few  data  are  necessary. 
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Washington  and  Oregon  have  38  percent  of  the  Nation’s  timber  supply.  They 
produce  about  a  quarter  of  all  forest  products  used  annually  by  the  American 
people.  Annual  value  of  the  forest  crop  is  $2)4  billion  and  furnishes  employment 
to  250,000  people  with  an  annual  payroll  of  close  to  $1)4  billion.  This  is  the 
Northwest’s  largest  unsubsidized  payroll  and  constitutes  50  percent  of  its  basic 
economy. 

Because  timber  is  a  renewable  resource,  the  Northwest  can  continue  to  enjoy 
its  important  contribution  to  its  economy,  providing  the  principal  forest  owner¬ 
ship,  the  national  forests,  does  its  part. 

The  national  forests  in  Washington  have  37.4  percent  of  the  State’s  total 
timber  supply  (table  1):  in  Oregon  49.6  percent  (table  2).  The  national  forests 
have  been  the  last  major  forest  ownership  to  be  placed  under  constructive  man¬ 
agement  largely  due  to  their  relative  inaccessibility  until  a  decade  ago. 

The  record  of  the  national  forests’  contribution  to  our  annual  timber  harvest 
as  timber  access  roads  have  been  built,  has  been  improving  steadily  as  the  data 
for  the  last  decade  show. 

In  Washington  the  national  forests  by  1960  were  contributing  a  quarter  of  the 
total  timber  harvest  compared  with  only  16.5  percent  a  decade  earlier  (table  3). 
It  should  be  noted  that  in  1959  they  contributed  29.5  percent  of  the  total  timber 
harvest. 

In  Oregon  the  national  forests  by  1960  were  contributing  27.6  percent  of  the 
total  timber  harvest  compared  with  14.0  percent  a  decade  earlier  (table  4). 
It  is  to  be  noted  that  in  1959  the  national  forests  contributed  32.8  percent  of  the 
total  timber  harvest. 

Table  5  shows  that  the  full  allowable  cut  was  nearly  attained  on  the  national 
forests  of  Washington  for  the  first  time  in  1959.  Table  6  shows  that  the  full  allow¬ 
able  cut  was  attained  on  the  national  forests  in  Oregon  that  year.  Never  before 
has  the  Forest  Service  been  able  to  achieve  its  sustained-yield  goal  of  both  selling 
and  harvesting  its  full  allowable  cut  in  our  States.  Primary  reason  for  previous 
failure  has  been  lack  of  timber  access  roads. 

Table  7  shows  a  comparison  of  the  proportion  of  the  allowable  cut  both  har¬ 
vested  and  sold  by  Westside  national  forests  in  Washington  and  Oregon  for  the 
year  1960.  It  shows  that  six  of  the  forests  sold  more  than  their  full  allowable 
cut,  three  of  them  almost  sold  it,  and  one  fell  substantially  below.  With  a  softened 
demand,  the  actual  cutting  of  the  full  allowable  cut  was  attained  on  only  two 
forests,  nearly  attained  on  three  others,  and  fell  substantially  below  on  five. 

Reason  for  better  record  of  timber  sales  and  harvests  on  national  forests  in 
Oregon  and  Washington  is  apparent  from  table  8.  The  total  appropriated  road 
funds  available  for  the  national  forests  of  Oregon  and  Washington  have  risen 
almost  steadily.  Of  course,  the  road  and  trail  10  percent  automatic  appropria¬ 
tion  has  continued  to  be  the  most  important  and  its  increases  stem  directly  from 
the  steadily  improving  timber  access  road  situation  during  the  past  decade. 
First  came  the  roads,  then  increased  sales,  increased  revenue,  and  more  10-per¬ 
cent  money.  But  both  authorizations  and  appropriations  were  rising  steadily 
too  and  they  all  helped. 

But  by  far  the  major  share  of  the  timber  access  road  system  has  been  built  by 
timber  purchasers  as  part  of  their  contracts  to  harvest  national  forest  timber. 
Table  9  shows  the  importance  of  this  type  of  construction.  It  shows  that  nearly 
95  percent  of  the  mileage  of  timber  access  roads  in  Washington  and  Oregon  in  the 
last  9  years  has  been  built  by  the  industry  as  part  of  its  national  forest  timber 
purchase  contracts.  During  the  same  period  the  Government  has  spent  directly 
only  one-fifth  of  the  $230  million  invested  in  timber  access  roads. 

In  our  1958  and  1960  statements  to  this  subcommittee  we  stated  that  while 
we  were  supporting  the  reenactment  of  the  annual  authorization  for  forest  develop¬ 
ment  roads  and  trails  at  the  levels  called  for  in  the  bills  amending  the  Federal- Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1916,  we  would  support  any  amount  demonstrated  necessary  by 
evidence  presented  to  the  subcommittee. 

Industrial  Forestry  Association  supports  the  enactment  of  the  $40  million 
authorization  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  for  fiscal  years  1964  and 
1965  as  called  by  by  section  2(2)  of  H.R.  9725  and  H.R.  9848.  As  in  1960,  if 
evidence  shows  that  $40  million  per  year  is  inadequate  to  allow  continued  sale 
and  harvest  of  the  full  allowable  cut  (including  increased  allowable  cut  which 
inevitably  results  from  revised  inventories  and  improved  technology  in  the 
industry)  we  support  the  amount  demonstrated  by  competent  authority  as 
essential. 
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As  in  1958  and  1960,  we  would  again  make  the  suggestion  to  the  subcommittee 
that  it  should  now  seriously  consider  the  subdivision  of  the  authorization  for  forest 
development  roads  and  trails  into  two  items:  (a)  Construction  and  (b)  mainte¬ 
nance.  This  would  assure  adequate  funds  to  maintain  the  ever-increasing  mileage 
of  permanent  timber  access  and  other  roads  on  the  national  forests.  Segregation 
of  construction  and  maintenance  items  should  assist  greatly  the  Appropriations 
Committees  in  their  annual  analysis  and  justification  of  the  Forest  Service  budget 
request  for  roads. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  of  again  supporting  the  reenactment  of  the  bien¬ 
nial  authorization  of  funds  for  timber  access  roads  and  would  be  glad  to  provide 
the  subcommittee  with  further  information  on  the  subject  from  the  States  of 
Oregon  and  Washington. 


Table  1. — • Ownership  of  live  sawtimber  on  commercial  forest  lands  in  Washington, 

Jan.  1,  1961 


[Billion  board  feet,  log  scale] 


Public: 

National  forests . . 

Public  domain  and  other _ 

Indian _ 

State,  county,  and  municipal 

Total _ 

Private _  _ 

Grand  total _ 


Volume 

Percentage 

104.4 

37.4 

2.4 

.9 

15.0 

5.4 

23.3 

8.4 

145.  1 

52.1 

133.7 

47.9 

278.8 

100.0 

Table  2. — Ownership  of  live  sawtimber  on  commercial  forest  lands  in  Oregon, 

Jan.  1,  1961 


[Bill  board  feet,  log  scale] 


Volume 

Percentage 

Public: 

National  forest _ _ _  ...  .  _  _  _  _ 

180.4 

49.6 

O.  &  C.  and  public  domain.  .  ..  _  _ _  _  ..  _ 

53.6 

14.7 

Indian _ 

9.8 

2.  7 

State,  country,  and  municipal _  _ _ _ ...  .  ... 

12.1 

3.3 

Total _ 

255.9 

70.3 

Private _ _ _  _  ...  _  _ 

108.0 

29.  7 

Grand  total _  _  _  ...  _ 

363.9 

100.0 

Source:  Data  from  Timber  Resource  Review,  U.S.  Forest  Service  adjusted  by  log  harvest  by  ownerships 
for  1953  to  1960. 


230 


FEDERAL  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  19  62 


Table  3. —  Timber  harvested  by  ownerships  in  Washington,  1951-60 
[Thousand  board  feet,  log  scale] 


Calendar  year 

Private  1 

National 

forests 

Public 
domain  2 
and 

national 

parks 

Indian 

State  3 

Total 

1951 _ _ _ 

3, 464, 800 

773.  500 

12,000 

177,600 

250, 000 

4, 677,  900 

Percent  total . . . . . . 

74. 1 

16.5 

0.3 

3.8 

5.3 

100. 0 

1952 _ 

2,  871.700 

801.700 

14, 100 

245, 300 

300,000 

4,  232, 300 

Percent  total _  .  __  _ 

67.9 

18.9 

0.3 

5.8 

7.  1 

100.  0 

1953 _ 

3.  542,  400 

942.  500 

18,100 

276.  300 

300. 000 

5, 079. 300 

Percent  total _ 

69.7 

18.6 

0.4 

5.4 

5.9 

100. 0 

1954 _ 

2,  495,  900 

883, 100 

16,  300 

253, 500 

3.50,000 

3,  998,  800 

Percent  total _ 

62.4 

22.1 

0.4 

6.3 

8.8 

100.0 

1955 _ _ 

2,  994,  000 

862,  400 

23.  900 

321 . 900 

448.  500 

4,  650, 700 

Percent  total _ 

64.4 

18.6 

0.5 

6.9 

9.6 

100. 0 

1956 _ 

3,261,200 

944,  500 

21,000 

281,100 

526.900 

5,  034,  700 

Percent  total _  ... 

64.8 

18.7 

0.4 

5.6 

10.5 

100.0 

1957 _ 

2,  530,  700 

900, 100 

19,  900 

194,  700 

404,  700 

4, 050. 100 

Percent  total _  .  _ 

62.5 

22. 2 

0.5 

4.8 

10.0 

100.  0 

1958 _ 

2,291,300 

1.026.  700 

17,  500 

238,  400 

305.  200 

3,  879, 100 

Percent  total _  _ 

59.1 

26.5 

0.4 

6.1 

7.9 

100.0 

1959.... _ _ 

2,  817.  500 

1,437,  400 

20,  500 

304,  200 

289, 200 

4,  868.  800 

Percent  total _  _ 

57.9 

29.5 

0.4 

6.3 

5.9 

100.0 

1960 _ 

3,000, 100 

1,181.000 

17.800 

255.  900 

272, 000 

4.  726.  800 

Percent  total _  _ _ _ 

63.5 

25.0 

0.4 

5.4 

5.7 

100.0 

Grand  total _ 

29,  269.  600 

9, 752. 900 

181.100 

2,  548,  900 

3, 446,  500 

45. 199. 0(H) 

Average  for  period..  . 

2,  926,  960 

975, 290 

18.110 

254,  890 

344,  650 

4,519.900 

Percent.  ..... 

64.8 

21.6 

0.4 

5.6 

7.6 

100.0 

1  Private  volume  for  1951-54  determined  by  subtracting  total  public  from  total  for  year.  Data  for  1955-60 
furnished  by  Washington  Department  of  Natural  Resources. 

■  Public  domain  cut  derived  from  Bureau  of  Land  Management  data  on  cut  by  fiscal  years. 

3  Volume  estimated  for  1951-54.  Data  for  1955-60  furnished  by  Washington  Department  of  Natural 
Resources. 

Note.— Data  for  national  forests,  national  parks,  Indian,  and  grand  total  cut  for  State  furnished  by 
Washington  Department  of  Natural  Resources,  Olympia,  Wash.,  and  Pacific  Northwest  Forest  and  Range 
Experiment  Station,  Portland,  Oreg. 


Table  4. —  Timber  harvested  by  ownerships  in  Oregon  1951—60 
[Thousand  board  feet,  log  scale] 


Calendar  year 

Private  1 

National 

forests 

O.  &  C.2 
and  public 
domain 

Indian 

State  and 
County  3 

Total 

1951 _ 

6, 710, 500 
77. 1 

1,216,000 

14.0 

399, 200 
4.6 

178, 800 

200,000 

8, 704, 500 
100.0 

Percent  total _ 

2.0 

2.  3 

1952 _ 

7, 653. 300 
78. 1 

1,335.300 

13.6 

428, 800 
4.4 

135, 100 
1.4 

250, 000 
2.5 

9, 802, 500 
100. 0 

Percent  total _  _ _  ... 

1953 _ 

6, 230,  200 
72.6 

1,518, 400 
17.7 

510, 000 
5.9 

128,  600 
1.5 

200, 000 

8,  587, 200 
100.0 

Percent  total . 

2.3 

1954 _ 

6, 269,900 
70.8 

1,720,400 
19.  4 

580, 000 

109, 400 

175. 000 

8, 860, 700 
100.0 

Percent  total  _  _  _  _ 

6.6 

1.2 

2.0 

1955 _ 

6, 998, 800 
72.0 

1,  768,  500 

610. 000 

142, 600 

1.  4 

200,000 

2.  1 

9,719,900 

100.0 

Percent  total _ _ 

18.2 

6.3 

1956 _  . 

6, 505, 200 
69.7 

1,867,600 

625, 000 
6.7 

163, 000 

1.  7 

175, 000 
1.9 

9, 335, 800 
100.0 

Percent  total _ _  _ 

20.0 

1957 _ 

5, 083,  600 
67.2 

1, 658, 200 
21.9 

594,000 

7.9 

52, 300 

175, 000 
2.3 

7,  563, 100 
100. 0 

Percent  total... 

1958 _  _ 

4, 563, 700 

2, 144. 700 
27.8 

751,900 

9.8 

98, 900 
1.3 

150, 000 
1.9 

7, 709, 200 
100. 0 

Percent  total 

59.2 

1959 _ _ _ 

4, 773, 600 
53.4 

2, 934, 700 
32.8 

968, 800 

75, 700 
0.9 

187, 800 

2. 1 

8, 940, 600 
100. 0 

Percent  total 

10.  8 

1960 _ _ 

4, 927, 100 
58.8 

2, 314, 900 
27.6 

863. 000 

75,900 

0.9 

204, 500 
2.4 

8, 385,  400 
100.0 

Percent  total  .  ... _ 

10.3 

Total.  _ 

59,  715,900 

18, 478, 700 

6, 336, 700 

1, 160, 300 

1, 917, 300 

87,608,900 

Average  for  period _ 

Percent—  _ _ 

5, 971,  590 
68.2 

1, 847, 870 
21. 1 

633, 670 
7.2 

116,030 

1.3 

191, 730 
2.2 

8, 760, 890 
100.0 

1  Private  volume  determined  by  subtracting  total  Public  from  Total  for  year. 

2  O.  &  C.  cut  1951  to  1956  derived  from  Bureau  of  Land  Management  data  on  sales  and  cut  by  fiscal  years. 
1957  to  1960  data  from  Bureau  of  Land  Management. 

3  Estimated. 

Note:  Data  for  National  Forests,  Indian  and  Grand  Total  cut  for  State  furnished  by  Pacific  Northwest 
Forest  &  Range  Experiment  Station,  Portland,  Oreg.,  and  Oregon  State  Board  of  Forestry,  Salem,  Ore. 
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Table  5. — Actual  timber  cut  compared  with  allowable  annual  cut  for  national 

forests  in  Washington,  1952-61 

[Thousand  board  feet,  log  scale] 


Calendar  year 

Actual 

timber 

cut 

Allowable 

annual 

cut 

Proportion  of 
allowable  cut 
harvested 

1952 _ 

724,  400 

909,  700 

80 

1953 _ 

868,  900 

909,  400 

96 

1954 _ 

845.  600 

1.  042,  900 

81 

1955 _ 

874.  600 

1,  051,  100 

83 

1956 _ 

839,  000 

1. 118,  100 

75 

1957.... _ _ _ _ 

749,  500 

1,  289,  900 

58 

1958 _ 

889,  600 

1,  307,  500 

68 

1959 _ 

1,256,  400 

1,311, 100 

96 

1960 _ 

1,061,300 

1,  318,  700 

80 

1961 _ 

1.  177,000 

1,  321,  100 

89 

Total.  _  . 

9. 286,  300 

11,  579,  500 

Annual  average,  1952-61... _ _ _ 

928,  630 

1, 157,  950 

80 

Source:  Division  of  Timber  Management,  U.S.  Forest  Service,  Portland,  Oreg. 


Table  6. — Actual  timber  cut  compared  with  allowable  annual  cut  for  national  forests 
.  in  Oregon,  1952-1961 

[Thousand  board  feet,  log  scale] 


Calendar  year 

Actual 

timber 

cut 

Allowable 

annual 

cut 

Proportion  of 
allowable  cut 
harvested 

1952 _ 

1,  310,  100 

1,  791, 200 

73 

1953  _ 

1,452,000 

1,791,000 

81 

1954 _ 

1,  638,  400 

1,  844, 000 

89 

1955 _ 

1,  694.  500 

1,  844,  400 

92 

1956 _ 

1,  763,  600 

1,904,400 

93 

1957 _ 

1,  541,  600 

2,  057,  000 

75 

1958  _ 

2,  034,  200 

2,  303,  100 

88 

1959 _  _ 

2,  796,  300 

2,  387, 100 

117 

I960 _ _ _ 

2,  264,  300 

2,  479,  900 

91 

1961 _ 

2,  625,  600 

2,  595,  900 

101 

19, 120, 600 

20,  998,  200 

Annual  average,  1952-61 _  . . .  _ 

1. 912, 060 

2, 099, 820 

91 

Source:  Division  of  Timber  Management,  U.S.  Forest  Service,  Portland,  Oreg. 


Table  7. — Comparison  of  allowable  cut,  actual  cut  and  sales  for  Westside  national 

forests,  region  6,  1960 


National  forest 

Allowable 
annual  cut 
(thousand 
board  feet) 

Volume  cut, 
(thousand 
board  feet) 

Proportion 

allowable 

cut 

harvested 

Volume  sold, 
(million 
board  feet) 

Proportion 
allowable 
cut  sold 

Oregon: 

Mount  Hood  ..  _  ... 

314,800 

314, 100 

99.  8 

336, 200 

106.  8 

Rogue  River . . 

180. 000 

160, 500 

89.2 

247, 100 

137.3 

Siskiyou  ..  ...  . 

153, 000 

166, 200 

108.6 

173,800 

113.6 

Siusiaw.  . 

315,  000 

326,  900 

103.8 

312, 800 

99.3 

Umpqua  .  ...  . . 

303.  000 

281.200 

92.8 

372, 300 

122. 9 

Willamette _ _  _ 

529, 000 

460,  800 

87.1 

567, 400 

107. 3 

Washington: 

Gifford  Pinchot _  .... 

395.  000 

370,  500 

93.  S 

400,  500 

101.4 

Mount  Baker. .  ..  . 

222. 000 

198,  400 

89.  4 

219,  600 

98.9 

Olympic _ _ 

341,000 

250,  900 

73.6 

181,600 

53.3 

Snoqualmie . . . 

206, 200 

127, 200 

61.7 

188,  700 

91.5 

Source:  Division  of  Timber  Management,  U.S.  Forest  Service,  Portland,  Oreg. 
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Table  8. — Road  moneys  allocated  to  region  6,  U.S.  Forest  Service,  1950-61 


Fiscal  year 

Forest 

development 
road  and 
trail  appro¬ 
priations 

Road  and 
trail  10-per¬ 
cent  fund 

1950 *  1 . . . . . . . . . . . . 

*1, 655, 976 
3,115,000 
2, 010, 000 

1,  690, 810 

1,  165,600 
7,  391,  900 
3,  884,  932 

2,  470, 000 

1,  777,  265 
2, 164,  153 
3, 327, 638 
4, 174,  228 

$1,250, 101 

1,  372,  225 

2,  624,  405 
3, 080, 125 

3,  776,  469 
3, 104,  312 

3,  817, 978 
5,  463,  564 

5,  659, 160 

4,  613,  246 

6,  504,  701 
7, 580, 300 

1951 _ _ _ _ _ 

1952 _ _ _ _ 

1953 _ _ _ _ _ _ 

1954  2 _ _ _ 

1955 _ _ _  _ _ _ 

1956 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

1957 _  _ _ _ _ — _ _ 

1958 _ _ _ _ _ 

1959 _ _ _ _ _ 

1960 _ _ _ 

1961 _ 

1  Flood  repair  money  (Chelan  Forest),  $1,065,000. 

2  Other  miscellaneous,  $86,842. 

Note.— Funds  listed  in  footnotes  1  and  2  are  additional  to  funds  listed  In  body  of  table. 

Source:  Division  of  Fiscal  Control,  U.S.  Forest  Service,  Portland,  Oreg. 

Table  9. —  Timber  access  road  construction,  region  6,  U.S.  Forest  Service,  1953-61 


Fiscal  year 

1953 

1954 . . 

Government  constructed  1 _ _ 

Purchaser  constructed _  _ 

1955 _ 

Government  constructed  1 _  _ 

Purchaser  consti ucted _ _ _  _ _  __  _ _ 

1956 _ 

Government  constructed  1 _  _  _ 

Purchaser  constructed _  _  _ 

1957 _ 

Government  constructed  1  _ _ _  _  _  . . . . 

Purchaser  constructed .  . _ 

1958 _ 

Government  constructed  1 _  .  _  _  _ 

Purchaser  constructed _  _ _ 

1959 _ 

Government  constructed  1 . . . . . .  .  _ 

Purchaser  constructed _  _ 

I960 _ 

Government  constructed  1 _ _ _  ...  .  .... 

Purchaser  constructed _  _ 

1961 _ 

Government  constructed  i .  . 

Purchaser  constructed _  ___  _ 

Government  constructed  1 _ _ 

.files 

Cost 

519.6 

$6.  784,  514.  00 

35.6 

4,  903,  989.  98 

639.4 

10,  463,  427.  00 

56. 1 

2, 926,  853. 23 

754.6 

11,810,354.00 

62.8 

8, 118,  206.  61 

1, 120.  5 

17,  937,  475.  00 

119.0 

4,651,513.59 

1.382.6 

20,  344,  678.  74 

57.2 

4,  652,  022.  49 

1.393.  1 

23,  488,  485.  03 

33.4 

7,  351,525.39 

1 . 484.  1 

26, 644, 366. 00 

84.2 

5,  417,769.  71 

1,641.4 

31,372,209.25 

66.6 

3, 285,  469.  52 

1,  707.  S 

34,  472,  578.  08 

74.8 

5,283,597. 17 

1  Timber  access  roads  only. 

Source:  Division  of  Engineering,  U.S.  Forest  Service,  Portland,  Oreg. 


Wells,  Nev.,  April  11,  1962. 

George  H.  Fallon, 

Chairman  of  Subcommittee  on  Roads, 

House  Committee  on  Public  Works,  Washington,  D.C.: 

The  city  of  Wells  would  like  to  go  on  record  as  being  in  favor  of  the  passing  of 

1  Jill  H.R.  10619;  request  this  telegram  be  read  at  the  hearing  to  be  held  April  12, 
1962.  Also  request  this  telegram  become  part  of  the  records. 

Mayor  Eugene  H.  Pengelly, 

City  of  W ells. 


Elko,  Nev.,  April  11,  1962. 

Hon.  George  H.  Fallon, 

M ember  of  Congress, 

House  Office  Building.,  Washington,  D.C.: 

Urge  that  you  enter  in  record  of  hearing  on  H.R.  10619  being  conducted  by 
your  subcommittee,  House  Public  Works  Committee,  our  strong  support  this 
measure  and  appropriation  for  forest  development  roads  it  provides.  Greater 
access  to  western  forest  lands  urgently  needed  if  recreational  demands  are  to  be 
ul  tiled  by  Federal  custodial  lands. 


Elko  Chamber  of  Commerce. 
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Ely,  Nev.,  April  11,  1962. 

George  H.  Fallon, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Roads,  House  Committee  on  Public  Works,  House  of 
Representatives,  Washington,  D.C.: 

We  heartily  endorse  H.R.  10619  because  we  feel  that  the  sportsmen  need  better 
access  to  the  wildlife  and  recreational  areas.  We  request  that  our  endorsement 
be  made  a  part  of  the  hearing  record  on  H.R.  10619. 

White  Pine  Fish  &  Game  Association, 
Albert  A.  Stone,  President. 


McCall,  Idaho,  April  17,  1.962. 

Hon.  George  H.  Fallon, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Roads,  Public  Works  Committee,  Washington,  D.C.: 

Request  favorable  consideration  of  legislation  increasing  authorization  for  forest 
development  roads  and  ask  that  this  telegram  be  made  part  of  the  record  of  the 
Subcommittee  on  Roads  hearings  on  April  17  and  18. 

Arthur  M.  Roberts, 
Chairman,  Village  Board  of  Trustees. 


Wellsville  Mountain  Area  Project  Corp., 

Brigham  City,  Ltah,  April  IS,  1962. 

Chairman  George  H.  Fallon, 

House  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

Subcommittee  on  Roads, 

Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman:  We  trust  that  during  the  hearings  on  House  bill  9725  to 
be  held  April  17  and  18,  that  you  will  do  everything  possible  to  have  appropria¬ 
tions  increased  for  this  bill. 

We  trust  that  this  letter  will  be  made  a  record  of  the  hearings  inasmuch  as  we 
feel  that  many  of  the  roads  in  the  Forest  Service  at  the  present  time  are  entirely 
inadequate.  Greater  pressures  and  demands  for  recreational  activities  in  our 
national  forests  are  coming  and  we  trust  that  you  will  accept  the  report,  that  the 
House  bill  mentioned  above  will  be  met  with  favor. 

Respectfully, 

A.  Fullmer  Allred,  President. 


Utah  State  University, 

College  of  Forest,  Range,  and  Wildlife  Management, 

Logan,  Utah,  April  13,  1962. 

Hon.  George  Fallon, 

Chairman,  House  Committee  on  Public  Works,  Subcommittee  on  Public  Roads, 
House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Chairman  Fallon:  I  am  familiar  with  House  bill  9725  regarding  appro¬ 
priations  for  road  construction  within  the  national  forests.  I  would  like  to  urge 
that  this  House  bill  be  considered  favorable,  calling  for  an  increase  in  appropria¬ 
tions  for  road  construction  over  and  above  the  well-established  $40  million.  1  be¬ 
lieve  this  increase  is  not  only  desirable  but  necessary  because  of  the  increasing 
demands  for  more  and  better  roads,  particularly  for  recreation  but  also  because 
construction  costs  are  increasing  at  a  rather  uniform  rate. 

I  would  appreciate  it  if  this  letter  could  be  a  matter  of  record  for  the  hearings 
to  be  held  April  17  and  18. 

Sincerely  yours, 


J.  Whitney  Floyd,  Dean. 
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Werer  County, 

Ogden,  Utah,  April  11,  1962. 

Congressman  George  Fallon, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  for  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works,  87th  Congress, 
House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Fallon:  It  is  my  understanding  that  your  subcommittee 
will  hold  a  hearing  on  April  17  and  18  on  a  proposal  to  increase  the  authorization 
for  developing  roads  and  trails  on  national  forests.  The  National  Association  for 
County  Officials  has  proposed  an  increase  in  authorizations  from  $40  million  to 
$67.5  million  for  fiscal  year  1963,  $90  million  fiscal  year  1964,  and  $120  million 
for  fiscal  year  1965.  This  proposal  has  been  included  in  a  bill  Ii.R.  10619. 

While  I  cannot  speak  for  NACO,  I  am  on  the  executive  committee  of  that 
organization  and  also  on  Secretary  Freeman’s  Committee  on  Rural  Area  Develop¬ 
ment.  I  cannot  presume  to  speak  for  this  Committee  either  but,  I  should  like 
to  lend  my  full  support  to  this  proposal  and  hope  that  your  subcommittee  acts 
favorably.  From  my  knowledge  of  the  needs  for  roads  and  trails  on  the  national 
forests  to  meet  the  needs  of  timber  harvest,  recreation,  and  many  other  uses,  I 
believe  these  increases  in  authorizations  are  urgently  needed.  I  should  like  to 
have  this  statement  included  in  the  lecord. 

Yours  truly, 

Weber  County  Commissioners, 
George  T.  Frost,  Chairman. 


Kamas,  Utah,  April  11,  1962. 

Hon.  George  H.  Fallon, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Roads, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  Fallon:  The  undersigned  are  small  timber  operators  in  this  north¬ 
eastern  part  of  Utah  who  are  dependent  entirely  for  the  raw  timber  supplies  by 
purchase  from  the  national  forests.  We  are  small  operators  but  have  been  in 
business  in  this  area  for  many  years.  The  country  from  which  we  get  our  timber 
supplies  is  generally  rough  and  difficult  of  access.  Providing  roads  into  the  timber 
sources  has  always  been  a  problem  with  us  and  with  the  Forest  Service. 

Since  our  operations  are  small,  it  is  economically  impracticable  for  us  in  most 
instances  to  finance  and  construct  roads  from  our  own  resources.  The  Forest 
Service  has  been  providing  access  roads;  but,  since  their  funds  are  limited,  they 
can  only  do  this  in  part  to  meet  the  needs  of  our  local  industry. 

We  would,  therefore,  like  to  recommend  to  you  and  to  your  subcommittee  that 
favorable  consideration  be  given  to  the  provisions  of  H.R.  9725,  which  would 
propose  to  increase  the  national  forest  road  and  trail  authorization  from  the 
present  $40  million  level  to  $50  million  in  fiscal  year  1963.  We  are  sure  that 
this  increase  would  be  of  considerable  benefit  in  generally  providing  additional 
access  roads  on  national  forests  and  would,  in  proportion  to  the  increased  funds, 
benefit  our  areas  here  in  Utah. 

Since  the  problem  of  access  roads  on  national  forests  in  this  area  is  a  continuing 
one,  we  would  like  to  see  your  committee  give  favorable  consideration  to  future 
increase  in  the  Forest  Service  authorization  to  provide  for  more  full  development 
of  timber  as  well  as  other  resources  which  are  of  such  great  economic  importance 
to  our  industry  here  and  the  communities  that  depend  on  use  of  the  national 
forest  resources. 

We  hope  that  you  will  see  fit  to  include  this  letter  in  the  record  for  any  future 
hearings  or  discussions  of  this  matter  by  your  subcommittee. 

Sincerely  yours, 


Kamas  Valley  Lumber  Co., 
By  Ward  W.  Blazzard. 

Greys  River  Lumber  Co., 
By  Dale  J.  Leavitt. 

Blazzard  Lumber  Co., 

By  J.  H.  Blazzard. 
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J.  A.  Hogle  &  Co., 

Ogden,  Utah,  April  11,  1962. 

Congressman  George  Fallon, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  for  the  House  Committee  on  Public  Works,  87th  Congress, 
House  of  Representatives,  W ashington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Fallon:  It  is  my  understanding  that  your  subcommittee 
will  hold  a  hearing  on  April  17  and  18  on  a  proposal  to  increase  the  authorization 
for  developing  roads  and  trails  on  national  forests.  The  National  Association  for 
County  Officials  has  proposed  an  increase  in  authorizations  from  $40  million  to 
$67.5  million  for  fiscal  year  1963,  $90  million  for  fiscal  year  1964,  and  $120  million 
for  fiscal  year  1965.  This  proposal  has  been  included  in  a  bill,  H.R.  10619. 

I  should  like  to  lend  my  full  support  to  this  proposal  and  hope  that  your  sub¬ 
committee  acts  favorably.  From  my  knowledge  of  the  needs  for  roads  and  trails 
on  the  national  forests  to  meet  the  needs  of  timber  harvest,  recreation,  and  many 
other  uses,  I  believe  these  increases  in  authorizations  are  urgently  needed.  I 
should  like  to  have  this  statement  included  in  the  record. 

Very  truly  yours, 


Theodore  G.  Schmidt. 


Hoff  Lumber  Co., 
Horseshoe  Bend,  Idaho,  April  9,  1962. 

Hon.  G.  H.  Fallon, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee,  House  Public  Works, 

House  of  Representatives,  Washington,  D.C. 

Hon.  Mr.  Fallon:  It  is  respectfully  requested  that  you  insert  this  letter  as 
part  of  the  record  with  regard  to  forest  access  roads  in  H.R.  9725.  It  is  under¬ 
stood  that  you  will  hold  hearings  on  this  bill  April  17  and  18,  1962.  It  is  hoped 
the  amount  appropriated  will  be  increased  from  $40  million  to  $50  million. 

It  is  recognized  that  there  is  an  immediate  and  longtime  road  problem  that 
must  be  resolved.  It  is  essential  that  forest  access  road  funds  be  increased  for 
the  Federal  agencies  in  Idaho  this  calendar  year.  It  is  a  fact  that  a  high  level 
of  good  forest  management  cannot  be  attained  until  there  are  adequate  systems 
of  good  forest  access  roads. 

The  economy  of  southern  Idaho  is  dependent  upon  full  employment  of  our 
labor  force  and  maximum  production  by  industries.  Our  economy  depends 
almost  100  percent  on  Government-owned  timber.  Sustained  yields  of  the  Boise 
National  Forest  and  Payette  National  Forest  cannot  be  maintained  without 
immediate  construction  of  access  roads. 

Very  truly  yours, 

Theodore  Hoff,  Jr.,  Vice  President. 


Western  Forestry  &  Conservation  Association, 

Portland,  Oreg.,  April  If,  1962. 

Hon.  George  H.  Fallon, 

Chairman,  Subcommittee,  House  Committee  on  Public  Works, 

House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Fallon:  Relative  to  the  imminent  hearings  of  your 
subcommittee  on  forest  access  roads,  we  respectfully  request  that  the  following 
remarks  be  given  consideration  by  the  subcommittee  and  entered  into  the  record 
of  such  hearings. 

Western  Forestry  &  Conservation  Association  recognizes  that  basic  to  any 
sound  program  of  timber  utilization,  as  well  as  to  an  effective  protection  system, 
is  an  adequate  forest  access  road  system  which  will  permit  orderly  harvest  and 
salvage  of  current  mortality.  The  association  urges  governmental  agencies  to 
make  sufficient  funds  available  to  expedite  completion  of  main  line  access  roads 
on  public  commercial  forest  land.  The  association  further  urges  prompt  salvage 
of  dead  and  dying  timber. 

As  an  example  of  the  real  need  for  acceleration  of  Federal  forest  access  road 
construction,  some  60  percent  of  the  available  commercial  forest  land  in  the 
national  forests  of  Oregon  and  Washington  is  not  yet  fully  developed  with  roads. 
This  includes  40  percent  of  such  land  which  is  entirely  undeveloped.  Serious 
tree  killing  by  insects  in  the  intermountain  region  of  the  West  has  created  a 
critical  need  for  salvage  in  areas  still  inaccessible. 
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We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  current  level  of  authorization  for  Federal  forest 
access  road  construction  is  entirely  inadequate  to  permit  effective  conservation 
and  use  of  national  forest  resources.  We  urge  Congress  to  authorize  funds  on 
the  order  of  those  called  for  in  H.R.  10619  (Ullman,  Oreg.). 

Respectfully  yours, 

H.  R.  Glascock,  Jr.,  Forest  Counsel. 
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Committee.  Print  of  bill  and  remarks  of  Sen. 
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referred  to  the  House  Public  Works  Committee. 

Print  of  bill  as  introduced. 
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19, 
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House  committee  ordered  H.  R.  12135  reported. 
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28, 
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House  committee  reported  H.  R.  12135  with  amend¬ 
ments.  H.  Report  No.  19U8.  Print  of  bill  and 
report. 
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10, 
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Rules  Committee  granted  an  open  rule  on  H.R. 

12135. 
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Rules  Committee  reported  resolution  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  H.  R.  12135.  H.  Res.  723.  H.  Report 
No.  1972. 
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18, 

1962 

House  passed  H.  R.  12135  with  amendments. 
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H.  R.  12135  was  referred  to  the  Senate  Public 

Works  Committee  .  Print  of  bill  as  referred. 
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28, 
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Senate  subcommittee  voted  to  report  H.  R.  12135. 
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h , 

1962 

Senate  committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  H.  R.  12135. 
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1962 

Senate  committee  reported  H.  R.  12135  with  amend¬ 
ments.  S.  Report  No.  1997.  Print  of  bill  and 

report. 
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u. 
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Senate  passed  H.  R.  12135  with  amendments. 

House  and  Senate  conferees  were  appointed. 
Print  of  bill  as  passed  by  Senate. 
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Oct. 

10, 

1962 

Oct. 

11, 

1962 

Oct. 

23, 

1962 

House  received  conference  report  on  H.  R. 
12135*  H.  Report  No.  25U9.  Print  of  report. 

Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report 
on  H.  R.  12135. 

Approved:  Public  Law  87-366. 
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DIGEST  OF  PUBLIC  LAW  87-866 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1962.  Authorizes  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  Federal-aid  highway  program.  Authorizes  the 
appropriation  for  forest  highways  of  133*000,000  for  fiscal 
years  196U  and  1965?,  and  for  forest  development  roads  and 
trails  of  an  additional  $10,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1963 
(bringing  the  total  authorization  for  that  year  to 
$^0,000,000),  $70,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1961;,  and 
$85,000,000  for  fiscal  year  1965. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


S.  3136 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

April  10, 1962 

Mr.  McNamara  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  read  twice  and  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 


A  BILL 

To  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965 
for  the  construction  of  certain  highways  in  accordance  with 
title  23  of  the  United  States  Code,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  SHORT  TITLE 

4  Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal-Aid 

5  Highway  Act  of  1962”. 

6  AUTHORIZATIONS 

7  ,Sec.  2.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 

8  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  the  following  sums  are 

9  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated: 

10  (1)  For  the  Federal-aid  primary  system  and  the  Fed- 
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eral-aid  secondary  system  and  for  their  extension  within 
urban  areas,  out  of  the  Highway  Trust  Fund,  $950,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $950,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965.  The  sums  author¬ 
ized  in  this  paragraph  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  available 
for  expenditure  as  follows: 

(A)  45  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
primary  highway  system; 

(B)  30  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal- 
aid  secondary  highway  system;  and 

(0)  25  per  centum  for  projects  on  extensions  of 
the  Federal-aid  primary  and  Federal-aid  secondary 
highway  systems  in  urban  areas. 

(2)  For  forest  highways,  $33,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $33,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(3)  For  forest  development  roads  and  trails,  an  addi¬ 
tional  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1963,  $70,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1964,  and  $85,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1965. 

(4)  For  public  land  development  roads  and  trails, 
$2,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and 
$4,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 
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(5)  For  park  road  and  trails,  $22,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $25,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(6)  For  parkways,  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1965. 

(7)  For  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges,  $16,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and 
$18,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(8)  For  public  lands  highways,  $3,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $3,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

ASSISTANCE  FOR  DISPLACED  FAMILIES  AND  BUSINESSES 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  revising  the  definition  of  the  term  “construc¬ 
tion”  in  section  101  to  read  as  follows: 

“The  term  ‘construction’  means  the  supervising,  inspect¬ 
ing,  actual  building,  and  all  expenses  incidental  to  the  con¬ 
struction  or  reconstruction  of  a  highway,  including  locating, 
surveying,  and  mapping  (including  the  establishment  of 
temporary  and  permanent  geodetic  markers  in  accordance 
with  specifications  of  the  Coast  and  Geodetic  Survey  in  the 
Department  of  Commerce) ,  costs  of  rights-of-way  (including 
the  administrative  expenses  of  providing  arrangements  for  the 
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relocation  of  families  and  relocation  payments  to  families  and 
businesses  under  section  133) ,  and  elimination  of  hazards  of 
railway-grade  crossings.” 

(b)  Chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  adding  a  new  section  at  the  end  thereof  as 
follows : 

“§  133.  Assistance  for  displaced  families  and  businesses 

“  (a)  The  Secretary,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  his 
approval  under  section  106  of  this  title,  shall  require  the 
State  highway  department,  through  an  agency  or  agencies 
acceptable  to  the  Secretary,  to  assure  that  there  is  a  feasible 
method  for  the  temporary  relocation  of  families  displaced  by 
acquisition  or  clearance  of  rights-of-way  for  any  Federal-aid 
highways,  and  that  there  are  or  will  be  provided  in  areas 
not  generally  less  desirable  in  regard  to  the  availability  of 
public  utilities  and  public  and  commercial  facilities  at  rents 
or  prices  within  the  financial  means  of  the  families  displaced 
by  the  acquisition  or  clearance  of  such  rights-of-way  decent, 
safe,  and  sanitary  dwellings  adequate  in  number  to  accom¬ 
modate  such  displaced  families  and  reasonably  accessible  to 
their  places  of  employment. 

“  (b)  The  Secretary  may  approve,  as  a  part  of  the  cost 
of  construction  of  a  project  on  any  of  the  Federal-aid  highway 
systems,  relocation  payments  by  a  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment,  or  a  local  public  agency  acting  as  an  agent  for  the 
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State  highway  department  for  this  purpose,  to  individuals, 
families,  business  concerns  and  nonprofit  organizations  for 
their  reasonable  and  necessary  moving  expenses  and  any 
actual  direct  losses  of  property,  except  goodwill  or  profit, 
caused  by  their  displacement  from  real  property  acquired  for 
such  project  and  for  which  reimbursement  or  compensation 
is  not  otherwise  made. 

"(c)  Payments  under  this  section  shall  be  subject  to 
such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary,  and  shall  not  exceed  $200  in  the  case  of  an  individ¬ 
ual  or  family,  or  $3,000  (or  if  greater,  the  total  certified 
actual  moving  expenses)  in  the  case  of  a  business  concern 
or  nonprofit  organization.  Such  rules  and  regulations  may 
include  provisions  authorizing  payments  to  individuals  and 
families  of  fixed  amounts  (not  to  exceed  $200  in  any  case) 
in  lieu  of  their  respective  reasonable  and  necessary  moving 
expenses  and  actual  direct  losses  of  property.” 

(c)  The  analysis  of  chapter  1  of  title  23  of  the  United 
States  Code  is  amended  by  inserting  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following : 

“133.  Assistance  for  displaced  families  and  businesses.” 

(d)  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  applicable 
only  to  displacements  occurring  subsequent  to  the  enactment 
of  this  Act. 
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PUBLIC  LAND  DEVELOPMENT  ROADS  AND  TRAILS 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Section  101  of  title  23 ,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  after  the  paragraph 
which  begins  “The  term  ‘project  agreement’  means”,  the 
following : 

“The  term  ‘public  land  development  roads  and  trails’ 
means  those  roads  or  trails  that  are  of  primary  importance 
for  the  development,  protection,  administration,  and  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  lands  and  resources  administered  by  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management,  or  when  necessary,  for  the  use  and  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  resources  upon  which  communities  within  or 
adjacent  to  lands  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Man¬ 
agement  are  dependent.” 

(b)  Chapter  2  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  inserting  the  following  new  section  in  its 
numerical  sequence : 

“§  205A.  Public  land  development  roads  and  trails 

“  (a)  Bunds  available  for  public  land  development  roads 
and  trails  shall  be  used  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  construction  and 
improvement  thereof. 

“  (b)  Bunds  available  for  public  land  development  roads 
and  trails  shall  be  available  for  adjacent  vehicular  parking 
areas  and  for  sanitary,  water  and  fire  control  facilities.” 

(c)  The  analysis  of  chapter  2  of  title  23,  United  States 
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Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  the  following  in  its  numerical 
sequence : 

“205x4.  Public  land  development  roads  and  trails.” 

AVAILABILITY  OF  FUNDS — OTHER  HIGHWAYS 

Sec.  5.  Section  203  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  inserting  immediately  before  the  phrase  “park 
roads  and  trails”,  wherever  it  appears  in  said  section,  the 
phrase  “public  land  development  roads  and  trails,”. 
FEDERAL- ATP  SECONDARY  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM- 
URBAN  AREAS 

Sec.  6.  (a)  The  last  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  of  sec¬ 
tion  103  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read 

as  follows:  “This  system  may  be  located  both  in  rural  and 

«/  */ 

urban  areas,  but  any  extension  of  the  system  into  urban  areas 
shall  be  subject  to  the  condition  that  such  extension  pass 
through  the  urban  area  or  connect  with  another  Federal-aid 
system  within  the  urban  area.” 

(b)  To  the  extent  that  this  section  provides  additional 
authority  for  the  use  of  Federal-aid  apportionments  for  ex¬ 
tensions  of  the  secondary  system  in  urban  areas,  such  addi¬ 
tional  authority  shall  apply  with  respect  to  apportionments 
made  prior  to  as  well  as  after  the  date  of  approval  of  this  Act. 
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TRANSPORTATION  PLANNING  IN  METROPOLITAN  AREAS 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  adding  thereto  a  new  section  as  follows: 

“§  134.  Transportation  planning  in  metropolitan  areas 

‘Tt  is  declared  to  be  in  the  national  interest  to  encourage 
and  promote  the  development  of  balanced  transportation  sys¬ 
tems,  embracing  all  appropriate  modes  of  transport  in  a 
manner  that  will  serve  the  States  and  local  communities 
efficiently  and  effectively.  To  accomplish  this  objective  the 
Secretary  shall  cooperate  with  the  States,  as  authorized  under 
this  title,  in  the  development  of  long-range  highway  plans 
and  programs,  properly  coordinated  with  plans  for  improve¬ 
ments  in  other  forms  of  transportation  and  formulated  with 
due  consideration  to  their  probable  effect  on  the  future  devel¬ 
opment  of  metropolitan  areas.  The  Secretary  shall,  begin¬ 
ning  no  later  than  July  1,  1965,  before  approving  programs 
for  projects  in  any  metropolitan  area,  as  required  by  section 
105  hereof,  make  a  finding  that  such  projects  are  consistent 
with  adequate  comprehensive  development  plans  for  the 
metropolitan  areas,  or  are  based  on  the  results  of  a  continuing 
comprehensive  transportation  planning  process  carried  on 
cooperatively  by  the  States  and  local  communities  and  that 
the  Federal-aid  system  so  developed  will  be  an  integral  part 
of  a  soundly  based,  balanced  transportation  system  for  the 
area  involved.” 
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(b)  The  analysis  of  chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  fol¬ 
lowing  : 

“134.  Transportation  planning  in  metropolitan  areas.” 

HIGHWAY  PLANNING  AND  EESEAECH  FUNDS 
Sec.  8.  Subsection  (c)  of  section  307  of  title  23,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 

“(c)  Of  the  sums  apportioned  for  any  year,  commenc¬ 
ing  with  those  for  the  fiscal  year  1964,  to  any  State  under 
section  104  of  this  title,  1^  per  centum  shall  be  available, 
with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  for  expenditure  upon 
request  of  the  State  highway  department  for  engineering 
and  economic  surveys  and  investigations,  for  the  planning  of 
future  highway  programs  and  the  financing  thereof,  for 
studies  of  the  economy,  safety,  and  convenience  of  high¬ 
way  usage  and  the  desirable  regulation  and  equitable  taxation 
thereof,  and  for  research  necessary  in  connection  with  the 
planning,  design,  construction,  and  maintenance  of  highways 
and  highway  systems,  and  the  regulation  and  taxation  of 
their  use.  An  additional  one-half  of  1  per  centum  of  sums 
apportioned  for  any  year  to  any  State  under  paragraphs 
(1),  (2),  and  (3)  of  section  104(b)  of  this  title  shall  be 
available,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  upon  the  re¬ 
quest  of  the  State  highway  department,  for  highway  research 
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purposes  as  set  forth  in  this  subsection.  Sums  available  in 
any  State  under  this  subsection  shall  be  matched  by  the 
State  in  accordance  with  the  matching  requirements  of  sec¬ 
tion  120  of  this  title,  except  as  the  Secretary  may  determine 
that  the  interests  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  program  would 
be  at  best  served  without  such  matching.  Such  sums  shall 
be  administered  as  a  single  fund,  hut  their  identity  as  inter¬ 
state,  primary,  secondary,  or  urban  funds  shall  be  preserved, 
and  shall  continue  to  be  available  in  that  State  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  hereof  in  the  same  manner  as  provided  for  under  sec¬ 
tion  118  of  this  title.  Any  research  and  planning  moneys 
derived  from  interstate  funds  which  are  required  to  be  re¬ 
apportioned  in  the  manner  provided  by  subsection  (b)  of 
said  section  118  shall  be  available  upon  such  reapportion¬ 
ment  only  for  the  purposes  for  which  such  moneys  were 
originally  available  under  this  subsection.” 
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^school,  was  champion  roller  skater  of 
arsythe  Street  and  fought  in  the  street 
its  engaged  In  by  the  kids  of  the  neighbor¬ 
hood.  He  began  studying  the  piano  at  the 
age  c»f  12.  His  first  teacher  was  a  Miss  Green. 
LaterVie  studied  with  Charles  Hambitzer 
who,  qNck  to  recognize  his  talents,  taught 
him  liaiNony  and  introduced  him  to  the 
works  of  Cbopin  and  Debussy.  He  attended 
the  High  sShool  of  Commerce  for  a  short 
period.  During  that  time  he  was  official 
pianist  for  theSanorning  assembly  exercises. 

At  the  age  of  l\he  became  a  pianist  in  the 
professional  department  of  Jerome  H. 
Remick  &  Co.,  publishers  of  popular  music. 
His  salary  was  $15  a  week.  This  job  involved 
pounding  the  piano  l\  to  12  hours  a  day. 
When  he  offered  a  songSof  his  own  compo¬ 
sition  he  was  told,  “You’rfc  here  as  a  piano- 
player,  not  a  writer.”  He\ave  up  the  job 
and  soon  had  his  first  songv  published  for 
which  he  received  $5.  This  wasUn  1916.  The 
song  was  called  ‘‘When  You  Wm  ’Em  You 
Can’t  Get  ’Em,  When  You’ve  Gc\  ’Em  You 
Don’t  Want  ’Em,”  with  lyrics  b\  Murray 
Roth.  Shortly  after,  he  became  rehearsal 
pianist  for  the  Dillingham-Ziegfeld  produc¬ 
tion  “Miss  1917.”  During  a  Sunday  night 
concert  at  the  Century  Theater  where  “Miss 
1917”  was  playing,  Miss  Vivienne  Segal  ir 
troduced  two  of  his  numbers  which  brought^ 
him  to  the  attention  of  Max  Dreyfus,  then 
head  of  Harms,  Inc.,  music  publishers.  He 
signed  with  Dreyfus  at  $35  a  week.  Although 
he  had  many  more  flattering  offers  he  de¬ 
cided  that  his  place  was  with  Dreyfus  who 
was  not  only  a  publisher  of  musical  com¬ 
edies  and  operettas  but  also  a  fine  musician 
and  a  student  of  the  classics.  During  this 
time  he  continued  his  musical  studies  with 
Edward  Kilenyi  and  then  Rubin  Goldmark. 
There  was  rarely  a  period  in  his  life  when 
he  was  not  studying.  His  last  teacher  was 
Dr.  Joseph  Shillinger. 

In  1919  he  wrote  his  first  complete  score 
for  Broadway  in  the  musical  comedy  pro¬ 
duced  by  Alex  Aarons,  “La  La  Lucille,”  al¬ 
though  before  this  he  had  contributed  in¬ 
terpolations  to  various  other  musical  shows. 
That  same  year  he  wrote  his  first  big  song 
hit,  “Swanee,”  for  which  Irving  Caesar  wrote 
the  words  and  which  A1  Jolson  sang  in 
"Sinbad.” 

From  then  on  Gershwin’s  rise  was  rapid. 
Beginning  in  1920  he  wrote,  among  other 
things,  the  music  for  “George  White’s  Scan¬ 
dals”  for  5  consecutive  years.  It  was  in  the 
fourth  of  this  series,  in  1923,  that  he  at¬ 
tempted  a  work  more  extended  than  the, 
usual  32-bar  form.  It  was  a  short  one-ac f 
opera  called  “135th  Street,”  and  in  it  imy 
be  found  the  beginnings  of  his  later  creative 
expressions.  Paul  Whiteman  was  iur  the 
“Scandals”  of  1923  and  was  so  inyhessed 
with  the  quality  of  the  music  that/le  later, 
in  1924,  invited  George  to  contribute  to  the 
now  historic  concert  at  Aeolian  yt all,  Febru¬ 
ary  12,  1924,  where  the  “RhajyOdy  in  Blue” 
was  first  played. 

Deems  Taylor  wrote,  following  the  playing 
of  the  Rhapsody,  that  JBershwin  was  “a 
link  between  the  jazz  <ymip,  and  the  intel¬ 
lectuals.”  After  the  j^brldwide  success  of 
the  “Rhapsody,”  leading  composers  began  to 
experiment  with  jaa 

Presently  the  New  York  Symphony  So¬ 
ciety  commissioned  Gershwin  to  compose  a 
work  of  symphonic  scope.  As  a  result  the 
“Concerto  in  r"  was  heard  at  Carnegie  Hall 
with  Walte^Aiamrosch  conducting  and  the 
composer  aa  the  piano.  Incidentally,  this 
was  the ynrst  work  that  Gershwin  orches¬ 
trated  kimself;  all  he  had  ever  done  in  this 
line  was  a  number  or  two  in  “Primrose,”  an 
openftta  he  wrote  in  London. 

leginning  in  1924  with  “Lady,  Be  Good,” 
composed  for  Aarons  and  Freedley  seven 
ausical  comedies  (with  lyrics  by  his  brother 
Ira)  “Tip-Toes,”  “Oh,  Kay,”  “Funny  Face,” 


“Treasure  Girl,”  “Girl  Crazy,”  and  "Pardon 
My  English.” 

In  1928  he  wrote  “An  American  In  Paris” 
which  was  first  performed  by  the  Philhar¬ 
monic-Symphony  Society,  again  under  Dam- 
rosch.  Curiously  enough,  the  typically 
French  sections  were  written  in  New  York 
while  the  American  “blues”  section  was  writ¬ 
ten  at  the  Hotel  Majestic  in  Paris. 

In  1926  Edgar  Selwyn  told  George  S.  Kauf¬ 
man  he  would  like  him  to  do  an  entirely 
new  type  of  musical  with  the  Gershwins. 
“Strike  Up  the  Band”  was  the  result  and  was 
hailed  with  delight  by  the  few  but  the  many 
thought  it  far  too  bitter.  With  the  assist¬ 
ance  of  Morrie  Ryskind  it  was  rewritten  in 
1930  and  was  the  first  of  the  three  satirical 
operettas  done  by  the  quartet  of  Kaufman, 
Ryskind  and  the  Gershwins.  The  second  was 
“Of  Thee  .1  Sing,”  which  was  awarded  the 
Pulitzer  Prize  in  1932  (produced  by  Sam  H. 
Harris)  and  was  followed  by  “Let  ’Em  Eat 
Cake”  in  1933. 

Mr.  Gershwin  often  appeared  at  the 
Lewisohn  Stadium  Concerts  of  the  Philhar¬ 
monic  Symphony  in  New  York  as  soloist 
composer,  and  conductor.  One  program  de¬ 
voted  entirely  to  his  own  works,  given 
August  16,  1932,  attracted  an  audience  of 
over  18,000  which  set  a  record  for  this  sta5 
dium.  At  Ravinia  Park  and  other  stadiur 
md  concert  halls  his  appearance  usually 
roke  local  records  for  attendance,  hy  the 
y«(r  1936  he  had  more  performances Jot  his 
worfe  played  by  symphonic  organizations 
thanNdid  any  other  American  comnfjser. 

Perhaps  his  most  ambitious  ./work  was 
“Porgy  and  Bess.”  He  first  goy the  idea  of 
making  a\  opera  of  Du  Bose  Howard’s  novel 
some  9  yeaVs  before  it  was  finally  produced 
as  such  for  hW  had  found  on^vriting  Heyward 
that  a  dramatic  version  X'as  being  readied 
for  the  theaterS,  In  ial3  he  and  Heyward 
got  the  New  Yor^Theitter  Guild  to  sponsor 
an  operatic  versioin^fvith  Ira  helping  on  the 
lyrics  and  Rouben  Jraamoulien  directing,  the 
opera  opened  toygreafc  acclaim  in  Boston, 
then  played  16  vreeks  iX  New  York  and  was 
followed  by  aXoad  touX.  It  will  be  seen 
in  full  in  Los  Angeles  hi  February  1938 
under  theylponsorship  of  JJerle  Armitage. 
Also  a  European  presentanpn  is  being 
readied. 

Hollywood  called  in  1930  and'ttie  picture 
“Deliofous”  resulted.  In  the  Summer  of 
193®Uie  again  appeared  in  Hollywood  to  do 
“JUflall  We  Dance?”  For  Astaire-Rob^rs,  “A 
Imsel  In  Distress,”  now  in  productiofiand 
/as  working  on  the  "Goldwyn  Follies”  when 
the  collapse  occurred  which  2  weeks  las^r 
proved  to  be  caused  by  a  tumor  in  the  brair 
He  died  Sunday  morning,  July  11,  1937,  in'' 
Los  Angeles  at  the  age  of  38. 

Besides  his  music,  Mr.  Gershwin  was  also 
interested  in  painting.  He  became  an  ardent 
Collector.  Also  about  1928  he  himself  began 
to  paint,  and  was  considered  exceedingly 
capable  by  professional  critics.  Early  this 
year  he  completed  portraits  of  Jerome  Kern 
and  Arnold  Schoenberg. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  point  out  that  here, 
too,  is  an  Horatio  Alger  story,  as  George 
was  born  in  Brooklyn,  spent  most  of  his 
life  on  the  lower  East  Side — I  know  that 
life  well,  since  it  was  my  own  origin — and 
rose  to  the  great  height  of  world  recog¬ 
nition  as  an  artist  and  composer. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  bill  be  printed  in  the 
Record. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  bill  will 
be  received  and  appropriately  referred; 
and,  without  objection,  the  bill  will  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  bill  (S.  3132)  to  provide  for  the 
issuance  of  a  special  series  of  postage 
stamps  in  recognition  of  the  25th  anni¬ 


versary  of  the  death  of  George  Gerslrv 
introduced  by  Mr.  Javits,  was  received, 
read  twice  by  its  title,  referred  fae  the 
Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civjf  Serv¬ 
ice,  and  ordered  to  be  printeyr  in  the 
Record,  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  £nd  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  Unyed  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  the 
Postmaster  General  Is  au/horized  and  di¬ 
rected  to  issue  a  specif  series  of  postage 
stamps,  of  such  appronnate  design  and  de¬ 
nomination  as  he  shall  prescribe,  in  recog¬ 
nition  of  the  25th  syftniversary  of  the  death 
of  George  Gershwyl.  Such  stamps  shall  be 
first  offered  for  a61e  to  the  public  at  New 
York  City,  N.Y.yon  as  early  a  date  as  practi¬ 
cable  during  the  calendar  year  1962. 


FEDERAL  LOANS  TO  CERTAIN  LOCAL 
PUBLIC  SCHOOL  SYSTEMS 

Mj/DODD.  Mr.  President,  on  March 
21  Jl  introduced  a  bill  to  authorize  the 
federal  Government  to  make  grants  to 
cal  school  districts  to  cover  the  cost 
of  drawing  up  desegregation  plans  and 
the  cost  of  preparing  school  personnel  to 
deal  with  the  problems  incident  to  de¬ 
segregation. 

Today  I  am  introducing  a  bill  which 
deals  with  a  more  serious  obstacle  in  the 
path  of  the  desegregation  of  our  Na¬ 
tion’s  schools. 

It  would  provide  Federal  loans  to  local 
school  systems  whose  normal  revenues 
have  been  cut  off  by  their  State  or  county 
government  because  they  attempt  to  de¬ 
segregate.  The  terms  of  these  loans 
would  be  worked  out  by  the  Secretary 
of  Health,  Education,  and  Welfare  on  a 
flexible  basis  to  be  adapted  to  the  im¬ 
mediate  need. 

These  loans  will  enable  desegregating 
school  districts  to  keep  their  schools  in 
operation  until  such  time  as  State  and 
county  governments  are  brought, 
through  one  means  or  another,  to  recog¬ 
nize  the  futility  of  their  resistance  to  the 
Constitution  and  to  the  moral  insistence 
of  the  American  people  that  equal  rights 
and  opportunities  be  extended  to  all 
Americans. 

There  are  a  number  of  instances,  and 
they  will  multiply  in  the  future,  in  which 
local  school  boards  are  trying  to  desegre¬ 
gate  in  compliance  with  the  Supreme 
:rt  decision  but  are  prevented  from 
doIHg  so  because  State  or  county  author¬ 
ities  imt  off  the  funds  that  are  necessary 
■"to  operate  local  schools. 

The  most  publicized  instance  of  the 
denial  of  funds  to  a  school  board  prepar¬ 
ing  for  desegregation  occurred  in  New 
Orleans,  whete  those  who  would  obey  the 
law  were  blocked  by  those  who  would 
not.  There  were  similar  occurrences  in 
Virginia  in  1958  a^d  in  Arkansas  in  1957. 

In  Alabama,  Mississippi,  and  South 
Carolina  no  measures  have  been  taken 
toward  school  integration.  One  reason 
for  this  is  the  widespread  belief  in  these 
States  that  any  school  botjd  attempting 
to  desegregate  its  schools\vill  lose  the 
State  assistance  that  is  nSpessary  to 
maintain  local  schools. 

We  have  here  a  rather  novelNolitical 
problem  which  is  that  State  govern¬ 
ments  are  blocking  the  attempts  ofXpcal 
school  districts  to  comply  with  the  Fed- 
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e*al  Constitution.  In  the  long  run,  the  ! 
courts  will  strike  down  these  interfer-  ■ 
ences.  but  in  the  short  run,  the  Federal ! 
Government  can  speed  desegration  by 
makingWailable  to  localities  the  funds 
denied  them.  Local  school  systems 
would  thus  be  able  to  operate  their 
schools  untilNsuch  time  as  court  decisions 
reopen  the  closed  sources  of  revenue. 

We  must  look\upon  these  attempts  to 
circumvent  the  Supreme  Court  desegre¬ 
gation  decision  as\a  sort  of  last-ditch 
resistance  that  will  pass  away.  Devices 
of  this  kind  will  succeed  for  a  time  but 
we  know  that  in  the  end,  desegregation 
will  prevail.  It  must  prevail  if  our  Na¬ 
tion  is  to  continue  its  progress  toward 
ever  fuller  realization  of  the  concepts 
of  equality,  liberty,  and  individual  dig¬ 
nity  which  gave  it  birth.  \ 

Our  task,  in  the  meantime,  is  t\speed 
the  process  as  much  as  we  can  and  at 
the  same  time  to  prevent  thousandkof 
schoolchildren  from  becoming  victims 
of  tragedies  such  as  the  total  shutdowns 
-of  the  school  system  in  Prince  Edward 
County,  Va. 

This  is  a  modest  proposal  but  it  meets 
a  specific  demonstrated  need  and  could 
have  a  great  effect  in  hastening  the  gen¬ 
eral  desegregation  of  our  Nation’s 
schools.  We  know  that  once  desegrega¬ 
tion  is  successfully  carried  out  in  any 
new  locality,  it  will  spread  rapidly  in  all 
directions. 

This  bill  is  designed  to  enable  those 
local  communities  that  wish  to  comply 
with  the  law  of  the  land  to  do  so,  and 
by  their  example,  to  speed  the  day  when 
boys  and  girls  in  every  community  in 
this  land  can  expect  and  receive  the  in¬ 
heritance  envisioned  for  them  at  the 
founding  of  this  Nation:  fair  treatment, 
equal  rights,  and  an  honest  chance  to 
compete  on  even  terms  for  their  share 
in  the  promise  of  American  life. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  bill  will 
be  received  and  appropriately  referred. 

The  bill  (S.  3133)  to  authorize  loans 
by  the  Federal  Government  to  local  pub¬ 
lic  school  systems  whose  funds  have 
been  withheld  or  withdrawn  by  State  or 
local  governments  because  of  the  de¬ 
segregation  of  one  or  more  schools  in 
such  systems,  introduced  by  Mr.  Dodd, 
was  received,  read  twice  by  its  title,  and 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Labor  and 
Public  Welfare. 


AUTHORIZATION  OF  APPROPRIA¬ 
TIONS  FOR  CONSTRUCTION  OF 
CERTAIN  HIGHWAYS,  FISCAL 
YEARS  1964  AND  1965 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  I 
introduce  for  appropriate  reference,  a 
bill  to  authorize  appropriations  for  the 
fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  certain  highways  in  accord¬ 
ance  to  title  23  of  the  United  States 
Code  and  for  other  purposes. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  letter 
from  the  Acting  Secretary  of  Commerce 
to  the  President  of  the  Senate — explain¬ 
ing  the  bill — be  printed  in  the  Record  at 
this  point  in  my  remarks. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  bill  will 
be  received  and  appropriately  referred; 
and,  without  objection,  the  letter  will  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 


The  bill  (S.  3136)  to  authorize  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and 
1965  for  the  construction  of  certain 
highways  in  accordance  with  title  23  of 
the  United  States  Code,  and  for  other 
purposes,  introduced  by  Mr.  McNamara, 
was  received,  read  twice  by  its  title,  and 
referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works. 

The  letter  presented  by  Mr.  Mc¬ 
Namara  is  as  follows: 

The  Secretary  op  Commerce, 
Washington,  D.  C.,  April  6, 1962. 
The  Honorable  President  of  the  Senate, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Mr.  President:  The  Department  of 
Commerce  submits  herewith  as  a  part  of  its 
legislative  program  for  the  87th  Congress, 
2d  session,  a  draft  of  a  proposed  bill:  “to 
authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years 

1964  and  1965  for  the  construction  of  cer¬ 
tain  highways  in  accordance  with  title  23 
of  the  United  States  Code,  and  for  other 
purposes.’’ 

The  Department  of  Commerce  recommends 
enactment  of  the  proposed  legislation  by  the 
Congress. 

The  draft  bill,  which  is  designated  the 
“Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962,”  would 
carry  out  the  recomemndations  made  by  the 
President  in  his  transportation  message 
which  has  just  been  submitted  to  the  Con¬ 
gress,  and  would  provide  for  levels  of  au¬ 
thorizations  proposed  in  the  1963  budget 
for  the  Federal-aid  highway  program.  Its 
broad  purpose  is  to  provide  the  necessary 
authorizations  for  continuation  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  highway  program  and  for  other  Fed¬ 
eral  highway  and  road  construction  programs 
in  the  Departments  of  Commerce,  Interior, 
and  Agriculture,  and  to  strengthen  and  im¬ 
prove  the  role  that  the  Federal-aid  highway 
program  will  play  as  part^  of  the  President’s 
program  to  assist  in  the  planning  and  de¬ 
velopment  of  comprehensive  and  balanced 
urban  transportation. 

The  draft  bill  provides  for  authorizations 
of  $950  million  for  the  Federal-aid  primary 
and  secondary  highway  systems  and  their 
extensions  within  urban  areas  for  each  of 
the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965.  This  level  was 
recomemnded  by  the  President,  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  in  his  special  highway  message  of 
February  28,  1961.  It  represents  an  increase 
of  $25  million  for  each  year  over  the  $925  mil¬ 
lion  authorized  for  each  of  the  two  previous 
fiscal  years,  and  is  consistent  with  the  na¬ 
tional  interest  expressed  in  section  101  (b)  of 
title  23,  United  States  Code. 

The  bill  also  includes  authorizations  for 
the  fiscal  year  1964  and  for  the  fiscal  year 

1965  to  continue  programs  for  forest  high¬ 
ways,  forest  development  roads  and  trails, 
park  roads  and  trails,  parkways,  Indian 
reservation  roads  and  bridges,  and  public 
lands  highways.  In  addition,  authorizations 
for  a  new  program  are  proposed  for  public 
land  development  roads  and  trails  for  the 
development,  protection,  administration  and 
utilization  of  lands  and  resources  adminis¬ 
tered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
in  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  Proposed 
authorizations  for  these  programs,  together 
with  amounts  previously  authorized  for  fiscal 
years  1962  and  1963,  are  shown  in  the  en¬ 
closed  schedule.  Additional  justification  will 
be  provided  by  the  Departments  of  the  In¬ 
terior  and  Agriculture  for  those  direct  road 
programs  within  their  jurisdictions. 

A  major  objective  of  this  bill  is  to  in¬ 
crease  the  effectiveness  of  the  Federal  aid 
highway  program  as  an  instrument  of  Fed¬ 
eral  assistance  for  strengthening  and  im¬ 
proving  urban  transportation.  In  order  to 
achieve  this  objective,  the  President  has 
recommended  in  his  transportation  message 
that  four  amendments  be  made  to  Federal 
aid  highway  law.  These  proposals  have  been 
incorporated  into  this  draft  bill  and  are 
described  below. 
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A  new  program  of  Federal  assistance  is  pro¬ 
posed  for  families  and  businesses  displaced 
as  a  result  of  Federal-aid  highway  construc¬ 
tion  comparable  to  existing  provisions  un¬ 
der  urban  renewal  legislation.  The  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads  estimates  that  about  15,000 
families  and  1,500  businesses  will  be  dis¬ 
placed  each  year  in  the  next  6  to  8  years 
by  the  completion  of  the  Interstate  System 
alone.  Section  3  of  the  bill  amends  Federal- 
aid  highway  law  to  redefine  the  term  “con¬ 
struction"  to  specifically  include  relocation 
payments  and  administrative  expenses  in¬ 
curred  by  the  States  in  providing  assistance, 
as  an  appropriate  cost  of  right-of-way  ac¬ 
quisition  for  highway  projects.  This  sec¬ 
tion  also  authorizes  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  to  require  assurances  by  the  State 
highway  departments  of  feasible  temporary 
relocation  methods  and  of  the  availability 
of  suitable  dwellings  to  accommodate  dis¬ 
placed  families,  and  to  approve  Federal-aid 
participation  in  State  relocation  payments, 
with  specified  limitations,  for  reasonable  and 
necessary  moving  expenses  and  actual  prop¬ 
erty  losses  not  otherwise  compensated. 

Certain  States  are  finding  it  increasingly 
difficult  to  improve  the  extensions  of  the 
Federal-aid  secondary  system  into  urban 
areas  because  of  the  higher  priority  for  the 
use  of  available  urban  funds  on  the  im¬ 
provement  of  arterial  streets  in  these  areas. 
Under  existing  law,  secondary  funds  are  not 
available  under  certain  conditions  for  use 
in  urban  areas  and,  as  a  result,  in  many 
cases  secondary  routes  are  improved  up  to 
the  urban  limits,  and  urban  funds  are  not 
available  for  their  improvement  within  these 
urban  limits.  Section  6  of  the  bill  would 
remove  the  present  limitation  on  the  use 
of  Federal-aid  secondary  funds  for  financing 
extensions  of  the  secondary  system  in  urban 
areas. 

A  major  objective  of  national  transporta¬ 
tion  policy  in  the  use  of  Federal  assistance 
programs  should  be  to  encourage  and  facili¬ 
tate  the  development  by  States  and  local 
communities  of  balanced  transportation 
systems  consistent  with  long-range  compre¬ 
hensive  development  plans.  In  order  that 
this  objective  may  be  expeditiously  carried 
out,  certain  modifications  of  the  basic  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  highway  legislation  are  considered 
highly  desirable.  Accordingly,  section  7  of 
the  bill  would  require,  as  a  condition  to 
the  approval  of  a  highway  program  involv¬ 
ing  a  metropolitan  area,  that  State  and  local 
agencies  undertake  transportation  planning 
on  a  continuing  basis  which  should  be  con¬ 
sistent  with  adequate  comprehensive  de¬ 
velopment  plans  prepared  for  such  metro¬ 
politan  areas. 

This  provision,  we  believe,  would  encour¬ 
age  balanced  transportation  planning  and 
improve  the  quality  of  general  metropolitan 
planning.  It  would  in  no  way  delay  the  cur¬ 
rent  Federal  aid  highway  program.  Reason¬ 
able  time  would  be  allowed  for  the  States 
and  local  communities  to  establish  the  con¬ 
tinuing  planning  process  that  would  be  re¬ 
quired  and  to  produce  the  plans  to  which 
their  highway  systems  would  conform.  The 
cooperative  working  arrangements  under¬ 
taken  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  with 
States  and  localities  in  the  area  of  trans¬ 
portation  planning  will  permit  the  Federal 
guidance  and  leadership  necessary  to  achieve 
the  objective  of  sound  and  uniform  trans¬ 
portation  planning  in  metropolitan  areas. 

In  order  to  stimulate  additional  highway 
research  activities  in  the  Federal-State  co¬ 
operative  areas,  provisions  of  existing  law 
regarding  the  use  of  Federal  aid  highway 
funds  apportioned  to  the  States  for  plan¬ 
ning  and  research  purposes  are  revised  sig¬ 
nificantly  by  section  8  of  the  draft  bill. 
Generally,  this  section  provides  that  the 
amount  of  funds  available  for  all  forms  of 
highway  research  would  be  increased,  high¬ 
way  planning  and  research  funds  would  be 
matched  by  the  States,  and  the  funds  if  not 
so  used  for  these  purposes  would  lapse. 
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More  specifically,  an  additional  one -half 
of  1  percent  would  be  made  available  for 
highway  research  purposes  from  funds  ap¬ 
portioned  to  the  States  for  the  Federal  aid 
primary,  secondary,  and  urban  programs. 
This  additional  one-half  of  1  percent,  to¬ 
gether  with  State  matching  funds,  would 
amount  to  almost  $10  million  annually,  and 
would  be  in  addition  to  the  present  1  y2  per¬ 
cent  which  is  currently  being  used  for  both 
highway  planning  and  highway  research. 

The  Bureau  of  the  Budget  advises  that 
enactment  of  this  proposed  legislation  would 
be  In  accord  with  the  program  of  the 
President. 

Sincerely  yours, 

C.  D.  Martin,  Jr., 

Acting  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Schedule  of  existing  authorizations  for  di¬ 
rect  Federal  highway  and  road  construc¬ 
tion  programs  and  proposed  authorisations 
under  draft  bill  to  authorize  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  for 
the  construction  of  certain  highways  in 
accordance  with  title  23  of  the  United 
States  Code,  and  for  other  purposes 
[Fiscal  years.  In  millions] 


Program 


Forest  highways - 

Forest  development 
roads  and  trails.... 
Public  land  develop¬ 
ment  roads  and 

trails _ 

Park  roads  and  trails 

Parkways . . . 

Indian  reservation 
roads  and  bridges... 
Public  lands  high¬ 
ways _ 


Existing 

authori¬ 

zations 

Proposed  author¬ 
izations 

1962 

1963 

1963 

1964 

1965 

$33.0 

$33 

$33 

$33 

35.0 

40 

$10 

70 

85 

2 

4 

18.0 

18 

22 

25 

16.0 

16 

16 

16 

12.0 

12 

16 

18 

3.5 

3 

3 

3 

AIRCRAFT  NOISE  ABATEMENT 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  I  in¬ 
troduce  for  appropriate  reference  a  bill 
to  amend  the  Federal  Aviation  Act  of 
1958.  The  purpose  of  this  amendment  is 
to  direct  the  Administrator  of  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Aviation  Agency  to  conduct  and 
encourage  research  to  determine  criteria 
for  and  means  of  abating  objectionable 
aircraft  noise.  He  would  be  authorized 
to  do  this  within  the  Federal  Aviation, 
Agency  or  in  cooperation  with  any  oth< 
public  and  private  agencies. 

Mr.  President,  the  problem  of  airpfaft 
noise  is  an  increasingly  serious^  one. 
Those  who  live  near  airports  can/testify 
to  the  increased  air  traffic  ovey  the  last 
decade.  Moreover,  jet  flights  are  now 
being  introduced  at  airports  across  the 
Nation.  Millions  of  dollars  are  being 
spent  to  expand  runway/ to  provide  for 
jets.  Next  to  nothing /s  being  spent  to 
preserve  the  comfoi/able  homes  and 
quiet  neighborhood's  in  communities 
near  our  large  aioports. 

Mr.  Presidenri/20th  century  America 
certainly  camrot  ban  the  airplane. 
There  is  also/no  point  in  locating  air¬ 
ports  so  fai/away  from  the  people  v/ho 
use  them  fnat  it  takes  longer  to  get  to 
the  aivp/rt  than  it  does  to  make  the 
flight. 

It  not  enough  merely  to  set  flight 
patterns  that  minimize  noise  in  resi¬ 
dential  areas  or  establish  ceilings  for 
lght.  Undoubtedly,  these  regulations 
'do  some  good,  but,  at  best,  routing  pat¬ 
terns  provide  a-measure  of  relief  from  the 


worst  noise  nuisances,  limited  by  wind, 
weather,  and  other  flight  requirements. 
They  are  not  a  cure. 

Mr.  President,  the  real  gravity  of  the 
noise  abatement  problem  has  been  un¬ 
derscored  by  the  Supreme  Court  decision 
of  early  March.  In  a  unanimous  deci¬ 
sion,  the  Court  held  that  property  own¬ 
ers  must  be  compensated  when  low 
flights  make  property  so  useless  as  to 
constitute  a  “taking”  of  the  property 
for  public  use.  The  Constitution  requires 
that  just  compensation  be  provided  for 
any  property  so  taken.  By  a  7 -to-2  vote 
the  Court  held  that  an  agency  operating 
an  airport  was  liable  for  compensation 
payments  under  these  circumstances. 
Suits  have  already  been  filed  against  the 
New  York  Port  Authority,  which  oper¬ 
ates  New  York’s  International  Airport  at 
Idlewild,  and  other  agencies  and  munici¬ 
palities  all  over  the  country.  More  suits 
are  expected. 

Frankly,  Mr.  President,  I  do  not  con¬ 
sider  aircraft  noise  an  insoluble  prob¬ 
lem.  I  find  it  hard  to  believe  that  a  , 
nation  which  can  send  a  man  three  time^ 
around  the  world  in  space  is  still  unable 
wto  devise  a  method  for  quieting  the/op- 
[•ations  of  a  jet  or  propeller  plane, 

Ir.  President,  I  am  aware  tha/  even 
without  this  legislation,  the  Federal  Avi- 
atiomAgency  is  taking  its  firs/tentative 
steps  forward.  In  cooperation  with 
NASA,  Cbe  FAA  last  July  JJegan  a  pro¬ 
gram  to  aefine  and  rateynoise  levels  so 
that  standards  can  be  Established,  both 
for  individual  engine?  and  for  airport 
areas.  FAA  iV  apparently  also  on  the 
verge  of  letting  contracts  in  a  long-term 
supersonic  transport  engine  development 
'  program,  whiclywinrinclude  work  on  in¬ 
ternal  engine /contours  designed  to  re¬ 
duce  noise  atme  source 

The  purpose  of  this  ’legislation  is  to 
spell  out, /Beyond  any  doubt,  in  the  text 
of  the  Federal  Aviation  AcNthe  respon¬ 
sibility/of  the  Agency  in  thN  area.  Its 
purpose  is  to  give  the  full  weight  of  con¬ 
gressional  support  to  noise  abatement 
epbrts  and  specifically  to  direct  the  Ad- 
iinistrator  to  move  forward  with  irigor 
'and  imagination  to  meet  this  challenging 
problem.  I  know  full  well  that  we  car 
not  legislate  a  solution  to  the  noise  prob-N 
lem.  But  we  can  and  should  write 
clearly  into  the  legislation  our  deep  in¬ 
terest  in  and  support  for  an  accelerated 
and  expanded  program  of  aircraft  noise 
abatement  efforts.  I  strongly  urge  my 
colleagues  to  support  this  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  text  of  the  bill  be  printed 
in  the  Record. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  bill  will 
be  received  and  appropriately  referred; 
and,  without  objection,  the  bill  will  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  bill  (S.  3138)  to  amend  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Aviation  Act  of  1958  in  order  to  pro¬ 
vide  for  research  to  determine  criteria 
and  means  for  abating  objectionable  air¬ 
craft  noise,  introduced  by  Mr.  Keating, 
was  received,  read  twice  by  its  title,  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce, 
and  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled,  That  section 
312  of  the  Federal  Aviation  Act  of  1958  is 


amended  by  inserting  at  the  end  thereof 
following : 

“NOISE  ABATEMENT  RESEARCH 

"(d)  The  Administrator  shall  ofoduct, 
and  encourage,  cooperate  with,  ana  render 
assistance  to,  other  appropriate^ublic  or 
private  agencies  or  organizations/!!  the  con¬ 
duct  of  research  to  determine  means  for 
establishing  practical  aircrafir  noise  criteria 
and  for  abating  objectionable  aircraft  noise. 
For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  subsection/ the  Administrator 
may  make  grants,  contracts,  or  other  ar¬ 
rangements  without  regard  to  sections  3648 
and  3709  of  the  Re/feed  Statutes  (31  U.S.C. 
529  and  41  U.S.C. 


JOINT  SELECT  COMMITTEE  TO 
STUDY /THE  PROBLEM  OF  THE 
PROPB&  FORM  OF  LOCAL  SELF- 
GOVERNMENT  FOR  THE  DISTRICT 
OF/COLUMBIA 

■.  PROUTY.  Mr.  President,  I  in¬ 
troduce  for  appropriate  reference,  a  bill 
rhich  would  establish  a  joint  select 
committee  of  the  Congress,  consisting  of 
three  Senators  and  three  Members  of  the 
House,  for  the  purpose  of  studying  the 
problem  of  the  proper  form  of  local  self- 
government  of  the  District  of  Columbia. 

The  bill,  in  addition,  would  authorize 
appropriation  of  the  sum  of  $50,000  for 
expenses  attendant  upon  the  business  of 
such  joint  committee  for  the  purpose  of 
hiring  necessary  assistants. 

The  bill  requires  that  the  committee 
prepare  a  report,  including  a  suggested 
form  of  self-government  of  the  District 
together  with  reasons  for  its  conclusions. 
That  report  would  be  required  to  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  not  later  than 
January  1,  1963. 

I  am  convinced  that  there  is  some  ne¬ 
cessity  and  justification  for  the  matters 
contained  in  this  bill  and  I  shall  discuss 
them  at  length  and  in  some  detail  at  a 
later  time.  * 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  bill  will 
be  received  and  appropriately  referred. 

The  bill  (S.  3139)  making  an  authori¬ 
zation  for  an  appropriation  to  provide 
for  the  expenses  of  a  joint  select  commit¬ 
tee  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  to  study  the  problem  of  local 
self-government  for  the  District  of  Co- 
imbia,  and  for  other  purposes,  intro- 
iced  by  Mr.  Prouty,  was  received,  read 
tw\e  by  its  title,  and  referred  to  the 
ComVnittee  on  the  District  of  Columbia. 


JURISDICTION  OVER  LANDS  WITH¬ 
IN  FORT  HANCOCK  MILITARY 
RESERVATION,  N.J. 

Mr.  WILLIAMS  of  New  Jersey.  Mr. 
President,  I  introduce,  for  appropriate 
reference,  a  bill \o  enable  the  Federal 
Government  to  retrocede  jurisdiction  to 
the  State  of  New  Jefcey  in  the  area  of 
Sandy  Hook,  N.J.,  nowunder  lease  to 
the  State  for  use  as  & \tate  receration 
area. 

This  bill  would  remove\a  technical 
difficulty  that  still  remains>despite  the 
close  cooperation  among  Statesand  Fed¬ 
eral  officials  on  all  steps  taken \o  make 
this  area  available  to  the  StateS 
Sandy  Hook  was,  until  an  agreement 
was  signed  in  recent  months,  reserveXby 
the  Army  for  military  purposes.  Fort 
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Hkncock  is  on  this  peninsula;  so  are 
several  nike  missile  bases.  Last  summer 
howeVer— with  the  help  of  the  President, 
Secretary  of  the  Interior  Udall,  and  the 
Department  of  Defense — the  State  was 
successful1  in  convincing  the  Army  offi¬ 
cials  that  a\460-acre  area  on  the  penin¬ 
sula  could  beHfeased  to  the  State  for  rec¬ 
reation  purposes.  The  State  will  pre¬ 
pare  detailed  plans,  too,  for  the  possible 
use  of  other  parts  of  Sandy  Hook  for 
similar  development  if  military  needs 
permit. 

We  in  New  Jersey  appreciate  the  co¬ 
operation  of  the  many  ^Federal  officials 
who  have  helped  in  this  project.  Sev¬ 
eral  of  them  were  present  At  the  recent 
dedication  ceremonies  for  the  first  rec¬ 
reation  area.  It  was  a  memorable 
occasion. 

However,  one  technical  item  regains. 
I  have  been  informed  by  the  New  Jersey 
State  Department  of  Conservation  a^id 
Economic  Development  that,  whe 
Sandy  Hook  was  originally  given  to  theN 
Federal  Government,  jurisdiction  over 
the  area  was  given  up  by  the  State  and 
turned  over  to  the  Federal  Government. 

This  means  that,  while  the  State  has 
the  lower  part  of  Sandy  Hook  under 
lease,  it  has  no  jurisdiction  thereon. 
Any  kinds  of  crimes  committed  would 
have  to  be  referred  to  the  F.B.I.  State 
officials  would  have  no  authority  to  make 
any  arrests  or  do  any  other  type  of  police 
activity. 

And  so  it  is  necessary  for  the  Federal 
Government  to  retrocede  jurisdiction  to 
the  State.  I  might  point  out  that  pre¬ 
vious  Federal  legislation  has  authorized 
the  Department  of  the  Army  to  take 
similar  action  in  other  cases.  The  bill 
I  introduce  today  is  identical  with  one 
passed  by  Congress  in  the  case  of  the 
State  of  Illinois  in  connection  with  the 
Fort  Sheridan  Military  Reservation. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  The  bill 
will  be  received  and  appropriatedly  re¬ 
ferred. 

The  bill  (S.  3141)  to  authorize  the 
Secretary  of  the  Army  to  relinquish  to 
the  State  of  New  Jersey  jurisdiction  over 
any  lands  within  the  Fort  Hancock 
Military  Reservation,  introduced  by  Mr. 
Williams  of  New  Jersey,  was  received, 
read  twice  by  its  title,  and  referred  to 
the  Committee  on  Armed  Services. 


AMENDMENT  OF  SECTION  660/OF 
TITLE  18,  UNITED  STATES  CODE, 
RELATING  TO  MISUSE  Oe/cOM- 
MON  CARRIERS’  FUNDS  0ERIVED 
FROM  COMMERCE 
Mr.  SMATHERS.  Mr.  Resident,  I  in¬ 
troduce,  for  appropriate  reference,  a  bill 
which  would  amend  section  660  of  title 
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18,  United  States  Coc 
tect  the  funds  andy 


once  performed  by  employees.  Existing 
Federal  law  is  not  applicable  to  these  in¬ 
dependent  contractors.  As  a  result, 
many  interstate  carriers  have  not  been 
able  to  get  protection  from  theft  or  em¬ 
bezzlement. 

Several  cases  have  been  called  to  the 
attention  of  the  Commerce  Committee 
involving  conversion  of  the  funds  of  a 
common  carrier.  Because  of  the  multi¬ 
state  nature  of  the  operations,  it  is  im¬ 
possible  to  identify  in  which  State  the 
criminal  act  occurred.  Therefore,  no 
State  has  been  able  to  prosecute  and 
the  offender  had  to  answer  to  no  law. 
This  situation  and  its  variations  have 
been  repeated  many  times. 

Mr.  President,  my  purpose  in  intro¬ 
ducing  this  measure  is  twofold.  Com¬ 
mon  carriers  are  currently  experiencing 
some  critical  financial  problems.  The 
crimes  which  would  be  covered  by  the 
broadened  scope  of  Federal  criminal 
law  represent  an  area  where  the  car¬ 
riers  involved  have  been  helpless  to  stop 
\the  depletion  of  their  assets.  Adoption 
this  proposal  and  some  prosecutions 
rcmant  to  its  terms  would  have  a 
healthy  deterrent  effect. 

In  addition  to  conserving  transporta-, 
tion  capital,  this  measure  would  also  re 
duce  charges  to  the  public,  for  in  the 
final  anatvsis  shippers  and  consumers 
will  find  that  they  bear  the  burden  in 
the  form  of\.  increased  rates.  An  the 
same  way  that\he  cost  of  laboi/and  fuel 
and  capital  equfement  is  parsed  on  to 
the  public,  the  cwt  of  criminal  acts  de¬ 
pleting  common  \arrien/  revenue  is 
passed  on.  This  shoojd Jpe  stopped,  and 
it  can  be. 

I  sincerely  trust  thhf\the  committee 
to  which  this  me  asm/  is  referred  will  act 
promptly  and  favorably  oN  this  meas¬ 
ure  which  undoubtedly  is  in\the  public 
interest. 

The  VICE  PRESIDENT.  TheNaill  will 
be  received /nd  appropriately  referred. 

The  bilLGS.  3143)  to  amend  section 
660  of  title  18  of  the  United  States  Code, 
relating/to  the  misuse  of  common  car 
riers’ yfunds  derived  from  commerce,  in' 
order  to  expand  the  coverage  of  such  sec¬ 
tion,  introduced  by  Mr.  Smathers,  was 
received,  read  twice  by  its  title,  and  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Commerce. 


in  order  to  pro- 
iroperty  owned  or 


transported  by  common  carriers  in  inter¬ 
state  commerce.  /'flnder  existing  law,  of¬ 
ficers,  directors/and  employees  of  inter¬ 
state  transportation  companies  are  sub¬ 
ject  to  Fede/al  prosecution  if  they  mis¬ 
appropriate  moneys  or  property  in 
commercf 

TheiVis,  however,  a  growing  trend  in 
transportation  toward  the  use  of  inde- 
penjient  contractors  to  perform  services 


AMENDMENT  OF  INTERNAL  REV¬ 
ENUE  CODE  OF  1954,  TO  PROVIDE 
A  CREDIT  FOR  INVESTMENT  IN 
CERTAIN  DEPRECIABLE  PROP¬ 
ERTY-AMENDMENTS 

Mr.  COTTON  submitted  an  amend¬ 
ment,  intended  to  be  proposed  by  him,  to 
the  bill  (H.R.  10650)  to  amend  the  In¬ 
ternal  Revenue  Code  of  1954  to  provide 
a  credit  for  investment  in  certain  de¬ 
preciable  property,  to  eliminate  certain 
defects  and  inequities,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Financan  eroedrddecmtwfho 
mittee  on  Finance  and  ordered  to  be 
printed. 

Mr.  HARTKE  submitted  an  amend¬ 
ment,  intended  to  be  proposed  by  him,  to 
House  bill  10650,  supra,  which  was  re¬ 
ferred  to  the  Committee  on  Finance  and 
ordered  to  be  printed. 


CREATION  OF  BOARD  OF  PUBLIC 
LANDS  APPEALS  IN  THE  OFFICE 
OF  SECRETARY  OF  THE  IN¬ 
TERIOR-ADDITIONAL  COSPOl)^ 
SORS  OF  BILL 

Under  authority  of  the  order  of  the 
Senate  of  April  4,  1962,  the  names  of 
Mr.  Bible  and  Mr.  Church  wem  added 
as  additional  cosponsors  of  Ole  bill  (S. 
3107)  to  establish  in  the  Office  of  the 
Secretary  of  the  Departments  of  the  In¬ 
terior  a  Board  of  Public  ifands  Appeals, 
and  for  other  purpose/  introduced  by 
Mr.  Gruening  (for  himself  and  other 
Senators)  on  April  y  1962. 

SERVING  OF  ALCOHOLIC  BEVER¬ 
AGES  IN  SENATE  WING  OF  THE 
CAPITOL /OR  THE  SENATE  OF¬ 
FICE  /BUILDINGS— ADDITIONAL 

COSPONSORS  OF  RESOLUTION 
Unde/  authority  of  the  order  of  the 
Senate  of  April  5,  1962,  the  names  of 
Mr./ Johnston,  Mr.  Thurmond,  Mr. 
C/?lson,  and  Mr.  Williams  of  Delaware 
/ere  added  as  additional  cosponsors  of 
the  resolution  (S.  Res.  325)  to  amend 
rule  XXXIV  to  prohibit  the  serving  of 
hard  liquor  in  Senate  wing  of  the  Capi¬ 
tol  or  Senate  Office  Buildings,  submitted 
by  Mr.  Morse  on  April  5,  1962. 

NOTICE  OF  RECEIPT  OF  NOMINA¬ 
TION  BY  COMMITTEE  ON  FOR¬ 
EIGN  RELATIONS 

Mr.  FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  as 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
delations,  I  desire  to  announce  that  to¬ 
day  the  Senate  received  the  nomination 
of  G.  Griffith  Johnson,  of  Connecticut, 
to  be  an  Assistant  Secretary  of  State  for 
Economic  Affairs. 

In  accordance  with  the  committee 
rule,  this  pending  nomination  may  not 
be  considered  prior  to  the  expiration  of 
6  days  of  its  receipt  in  the  Senate. 

IOTICE  OF  HEARINGS  ON  FOREIGN 
v ASSISTANCE  PROGRAM  BY  COM- 
TEE  ON  FOREIGN  RELATIONS 

FULBRIGHT.  Mr.  President,  as 
chairiHan  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign 
Relations,  I  wish  to  announce  that  the 
committed  will  hear  public  witnesses  on 
the  foreigr\assistance  program  for  1963 
beginning  at  10  o’clock  Wednesday 
morning,  April  18,  in  room  4221,  New 
Senate  Office  Building. 


^ONEMENT  OF 
jMINATION  OF 
CR  TO  BE  U.S. 


NOTICE  OF  POS 
HEARING  ON 
IRVING  BEN  COOI 
DISTRICT  JUDGE,  SOXJTHERN  DIS¬ 
TRICT  OF  NEW  YORKN 

Mr.  EASTLAND.  Mr.  President,  on 
behalf  of  the  Committee  on\ie  Judi¬ 
ciary,  I  desire  to  give  notice  that  the 
public  hearing  scheduled  for  Thursday, 
April  12,  1962,  at  10:30  a.m.,  onvthe 
nomination  of  Irving  Ben  Cooper,  of  New 
York,  to  be  U.S.  district  judge,  for 
southern  district  of  New  York,  has  beeris 
postponed  to  Thursday,  May  3,  1962,  at 


H.  R.  1 1 1 99 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  KEPRESENTATIVES 

April  10, 1962 

Air.  Buckley  (by  request)  introduced  the  following  bill ;  which  was  referred 

to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 


A  BILL 

To  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965 
for  the  construction  of  certain  highways  in  accordance  with 
title  23  of  the  United  States  Code,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Represcnta- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  SHORT  TITLE 

4  Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal- Aid 

5  Highway  Act  of  1962”. 

6  AUTHORIZATIONS 

7  Sec.  2.  For  the  purposes  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 

8  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  the  following  sums  are 

9  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated: 

10  (1)  For  the  Federal-aid  primary  system  and  the  Fed- 
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eral-aid  secondary  system  and  for  their  extension  within 
urban  areas,  out  of  the  Highway  Trust  Fund,  $950,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $950,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965.  The  sums  author¬ 
ized  in  this  paragraph  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  he  available 
for  expenditure  as  follows: 

(A)  45  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
primary  highway  system; 

(B)  30  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
secondary  highway  system;  and 

(C)  25  per  centum  for  projects  on  extensions  of 
the  Federal-aid  primary  and  Federal-aid  secondary  high¬ 
way  systems  in  urban  areas. 

(2)  For  forest  highways,  $33,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $33,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(3)  For  forest  development  roads  and  trails,  an  ad¬ 
ditional  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1963,  $70,000,000  for  the  fiscal  j^ear  ending  June  30,  1964, 
and  $85,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(4)  For  public  land  development  roads  and  trails, 
$2,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and 
$4,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(5)  For  park  roads  and  trails,  $22,000,000  for  the 
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fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $25,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(6)  For  parkways,  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1965. 

(7)  For  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges,  $16,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and 
$18,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(8)  For  public  lands  highways,  $3,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $3,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

ASSISTANCE  FOE  DISPLACED  FAMILIES  AND  BUSINESSES 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  revising  the  definition  of  the  term  “construction” 
in  section  101  to  read  as  follows: 

“The  term  ‘construction’  means  the  supervising,  inspect¬ 
ing,  actual  building,  and  all  expenses  incidental  to  the  con¬ 
struction  or  reconstruction  of  a  highway,  including  locating, 
surveying,  and  mapping  (including  the  establishment  of 
temporary  and  permanent  geodetic  markers  in  accordance 
with  specifications  of  the  Coast  and  Geodetic  Survey  in  the 
Department  of  Commerce),  costs  of  rights-of-way  (includ¬ 
ing  the  administrative  expenses  of  providing  arrangements 
for  the  relocation  of  families  and  relocation  payments  to 
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families  and  businesses  under  section  133),  and  elimination 
of  hazards  of  railway  grade  crossings.” 

(b)  Chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  bv  adding:  a  new  section  at  the  end  thereof  as 
follows : 

“§  133.  Assistance  for  displaced  families  and  businesses 

“  (a)  The  Secretary,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  his 
approval  under  section  106  of  this  title,  shall  require  the 
State  highway  department,  through  an  agency  or  agencies 
acceptable  to  the  Secretary,  to  assure  that  there  is  a  feasible 
method  for  the  temporary  relocation  of  families  displaced 
by  acquisition  or  clearance  of  rights-of-way  for  any  Federal- 
aid  highways,  and  that  there  are  or  will  be  provided  in 
areas  not  generally  less  desirable  in  regard  to  the  avail¬ 
ability  of  public  utilities  and  public  and  commercial  facilities 
at  rents  or  prices  within  the  financial  means  of  the  families 
displaced  by  the  acquisition  or  clearance  of  such  rights-of- 
way,  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary  dwellings  adequate  in  num¬ 
ber  to  accommodate  such  displaced  families  and  reasonably 
accessible  to  their  places  of  employment. 

“(b)  The  Secretary  may  approve,  as  a  part  of  the 
cost  of  construction  of  a  project  on  any  of  the  Federal-aid 
highway  systems,  relocation  payments  by  a  State  highway 
department,  or  a  local  public  agency  acting  as  an  agent 
for  the  State  highway  department  for  this  purpose,  to  indi- 
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viduals.  families,  business  concerns,  and  nonprofit  organiza¬ 
tions  for  their  reasonable  and  necessary  moving  expenses 
and  any  actual  direct  losses  of  property,  except  goodwill 
or  profit,  caused  by  their  displacement  from  real  property 
acquired  for  such  project  and  for  which  reimbursement  or 
compensation  is  not  otherwise  made. 

“(c)  Payments  under  this  section  shall  be  subject  to 
such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  and  shall  not  exceed  $200  in  the  case  of  an  individual 
or  family,  or  $3,000  (or  if  greater,  the  total  certified  actual 
moving  expenses)  in  the  case  of  a  business  concern  or  non¬ 
profit  organization.  Such  rules  and  regulations  may  include 
provisions  authorizing  payments  to  individuals  and  families 
of  fixed  amounts  (not  to  exceed  $200  in  any  case)  in  lieu 
of  their  respective  reasonable  and  necessary  moving  expenses 
and  actual  direct  losses  of  property.” 

(c)  The  analysis  of  chapter  1  of  title  23  of  the  United 
States  Code  is  amended  by  inserting  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following : 

“133.  Assistance  for  displaced  families  and  businesses.” 

(d)  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  be  applicable 
only  to  displacements  occurring  subsequent  to  the  enactment 
of  this  Act. 
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PUBLIC  LAND  DEVELOPMENT  BO  ADS  AND  TRAILS 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Section  101  of  title  23,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  bv  inserting  immediately  after  the  paragraph 
which  begins  “The  term  ‘project  agreement’  means”,  the 
following : 

“The  term  ‘public  land  development  roads  and  trails’ 
means  those  roads  or  trails  that  are  of  primary  importance 
for  the  development,  protection,  administration,  and  utiliza¬ 
tion  of  lands  and  resources  administered  by  the  Bureau  of 
Land  Management,  or  when  necessary,  for  the  use  and  devel¬ 
opment  of  the  resources  upon  which  communities  within  or 
adjacent  to  lands  administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  are  dependent.” 

(1))  Chapter  2  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  inserting  the  following  new  section  in  its 
numerical  sequence : 

“§  205A.  Public  land  development  roads  and  trails 

“  (a)  Funds  available  for  public  land  development  roads 
and  trails  shall  be  used  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  construction 
and  improvement  thereof. 

“(b)  Funds  available  for  public  land  development  roads 
and  trails  shall  be  available  for  adjacent  vehicular  parking 
areas  and  for  sanitary,  water,  and  fire  control  facilities.” 

(c)  The  analysis  of  chapter  2  of  title  23,  United  States 
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Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  the  following  in  its  numerical 
sequence : 

“205A.  Public  land  development  roads  and  trails.” 

AVAILABILITY  OF  FUNDS — OTHER  HIGHWAYS 

Sec.  5.  Section  203  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  inserting  immediately  before  the  phrase  “park 
roads  and  trails”,  wherever  it  appears  in  said  section,  the 
phrase  “public  land  development  roads  and  trails,”. 

FEDERAL-AID  SECONDARY  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM — 

URBAN  AREAS 

Sec.  6.  (a)  The  last  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  of  sec¬ 
tion  103  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows:  “This  system  may  be  located  both  in  rural  and 
urban  areas,  but  any  extension  of  the  system  into  urban 
areas  shall  be  subject  to  the  condition  that  such  extension  pass 
through  the  urban  area  or  connect  with  another  Federal-aid 
system  within  the  urban  area.” 

(b)  To  the  extent  that  this  section  provides  additional 
authority  for  the  use  of  Federal-aid  apportionments  for  ex¬ 
tensions  of  the  secondary  system  in  urban  areas,  such  addi¬ 
tional  authority  shall  apply  with  respect  to  apportionments 
made  prior  to  as  well  as  after  the  date  of  approval  of  this 
Act. 
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TRANSPORTATION  PLANNING  IN  METROPOLITAN  AREAS 
Sec.  7.  (a)  Chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  adding  thereto  a  new  section  as  follows: 

“§  134.  Transportation  planning  in  metropolitan  areas 
“It  is  declared  to  be  in  the  national  interest  to  encourage 
and  promote  the  development  of  balanced  transportation  sys¬ 
tems,  embracing  all  appropriate  modes  of  transport  in  a 
manner  that  will  serve  the  States  and  local  communities 
efficiently  and  effective^.  To  accomplish  this  objective  the 
Secretary  shall  cooperate  with  the  States,  as  authorized  under 
this  title,  in  the  development  of  long-range  highway  plans 
and  programs,  properly  coordinated  with  plans  for  improve¬ 
ments  in  other  forms  of  transportation  and  formulated  with 
due  consideration  to  their  probable  effect  on  the  future  devel¬ 
opment  of  metropolitan  areas.  The  Secretary  shall,  begin¬ 
ning  no  later  than  July  1,  1965,  before  approving  programs 
for  projects  in  any  metropolitan  area,  as  required  by  section 
105  hereof,  make  a  finding  that  such  projects  are  consistent 
with  adequate  comprehensive  development  plans  for  the 
metropolitan  areas,  or  are  based  on  the  results  of  a  continu¬ 
ing  comprehensive  transportation  planning  process  carried 
on  cooperatively  by  the  States  and  local  communities  and 
that  the  Federal-aid  system  so  developed  will  be  an  integral 
part  of  a  soundly  based,  balanced  transportation  system  for 
the  area  involved.” 
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(b)  The  analysis  of  chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States 

Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following : 
“134.  Transportation  planning  in  metropolitan  areas.” 

HIGHWAY  PLANNING  AND  RESEARCH  FUNDS 

Sec.  8.  Subsection  (c)  of  section  307  of  title  23,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows : 

“  (c)  Of  the  sum  apportioned  for  any  year,  commenc¬ 
ing  with  those  for  the  fiscal  year  1964,  to  any  State  under 
section  104  of  this  title,  1^  per  centum  shall  be  available, 
with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  for  expenditure  upon 
request  of  the  State  highway  department  for  engineering  and 
economic  surveys  and  investigations,  for  the  planning  of 
future  highway  programs  and  the  financing  thereof,  for 
studies  of  the  economy,  safety,  and  convenience  of  highway 
usage  and  the  desirable  regulation  and  equitable  taxation 
thereof,  and  for  research  necessary  in  connection  with  the 
planning,  design,  construction,  and  maintenance  of  highways 
and  highway  systems,  and  the  regulation  and  taxation  of 
their  use.  An  additional  one-half  of  1  per  centum  of  sums 
apportioned  for  any  year  to  any  State  under  paragraphs  ( 1 ) , 
(2),  and  (3)  of  section  104(b)  of  this  title  shall  be  avail¬ 
able,  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  upon  the  request 
of  the  State  highway  department,  for  highway  research 
purposes  as  set  forth  in  this  subsection.  Sums  available  in 
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any  State  under  this  subsection  shall  be  matched  by  the  State 
in  accordance  with  the  matching  requirements  of  section  120 
of  this  title,  except  as  the  Secretary  may  determine  that  the 
interests  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  program  would  be  at 
best  served  without  such  matching.  Such  sums  shall  be  ad¬ 
ministered  as  a  single  fund  hut  their  identity  as  interstate, 
primary,  secondary,  or  urban  funds  shall  be  preserved,  and 
shall  continue  to  be  available  in  that  State  for  the  purposes 
hereof  in  the  same  manner  as  provided  for  under  section  118 
of  this  title.  An}r  research  and  planning  moneys  derived 
from  interstate  funds  which  are  required  to  be  reapportioned 
in  the  manner  provided  by  subsection  (b)  of  said  section  118 
shall  be  available  upon  such  reapportionment  oidy  for  the 
purposes  for  which  such  moneys  were  originally  available 
under  this  subsection.” 
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'  ^ 

SMALL  BUSINESS.  The  Small  Business  Subcommittee  of  the  Banking  and  Currency, 
Committee  approved  for  full  committee  consideration  with  amendments  S.  297f 
amend  the  omall  Business  Act  so  as  to  provide  for  the  establishment  o)r a 
evolving  fund  to  finance  certain  functions  of  the  Small  Business  Admiiydistra- 
ti\n.  p.  D348 


13.  PRICE 'STABILITY.  Sen.  Humphrey  inserted  the  President's  address 
UnitedNAuto  Workers  convention  at  Atlantic  City  on  "his  concern 
ing  pric^  stability  in  the  American  economy."  pp.  7450-3 


ore  the 
maintain- 


14.  DAIRY  INDUS 
Consolidate 
tion.  pp. 


Sen.  Wiley  inserted  a  series  of  resolutions /Adopted  by  the 
Jadger  Cooperative  (Wise.)  on  various  aspects/of  the  dairy  situa- 

' '  7 


15.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen\  Keating  stated  that  among  "the  many /private  agencies,  organ¬ 
izations,  and  groups  which  contribute  to  our  foreign/aid  effort,  one  of  the 
most  outstanding  is\the  program  of  the  National  Coj/ncil  of  Catholic  Women," 
and  inserted  an  address  on  their  work,  "New  Emphases  in  International  Programs.' 
pp.  7472-5 


16. 


17. 


PA.TENTS .  Sen.  McClellan  sdLmitted  a  report 
Trademarks,  and  Copyrights'\(S .  Rept.  1481} 


the  Judiciary  Committee,  "Patents, 
p.  7468 


FORESTRY.  Sen.  Kefauver  submitted  an  amendment,  for  himself  and  Sens.  Gore, 
Ervin,  and  Jordan,  to  S.  3136,  the  Federal-aid  highway  bill,  to  authorize  an 
appropriation  for  a  road  in  the  Cherokee  National  Forest  and  the  Nantahala 
National  Forest  between  Tellico  Plains,  Tenn. ,  and  Robbinsville ,  N.  C.  pp. 
7469-70 


18.  FEDERAL  EXPENDITURES.  Sen.  Curtis  expressed  concern  over  Federal  expenditures 
and  inserted  "a  tabulation  supporting  mj\statement  that  by  the  end  of  April 
the  President  had  in  1962  mfide  62  requests^for  more  spending  and  25  requests 
for  more  power.",  pp.  747i^7 


19.  RECLAMATION.  Sen.  Allo/t  urged  enactment  of  legislation  for  establishment  of 

the  Fryingpan-Arkans^iB  project  and  inserted  an  editorial  endorsing  the  project, 
p.  7479 

ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 

20.  RECREATION.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Neuberger  inserting  a  letter  from  the 
Wilderness  Society  urging  that  the  Oregon  Dunes  be  administered  by  the  Park 
Service.  A.  A3425 


21.  CENTENNIAL.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Wiley  inserting  an  address,  "Centen¬ 

nial  /t  U.  S.  Department  of  Agriculture."  p.  A3429 

22.  GRMN  STORAGE.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Dole  urging  a  prompt  congressional 
investigation  of  the  USDA  and  inserting  an  editorial,  "It  Depends  o\What  You 
Call  Favoritism."  p.  A3437 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Derounian  and  Rep.  Dwyer  criticizing  th^  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  inserting  two  articles,  "The  Estes  Case  Mysteri< 

An  Investigation  Needed,"  and  "No  Favors  for  Estes?  --  It  Depends  on  WhatN^ou 
Call  Favoritism."  pp.  A3451-2,  A3461 


-  4  - 


>3.  DAIRY.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Wharton  and  Rep.  Short  inserting  an  art^ 
cle,  "These  Days  --  The  Dairyman’s  Battle,"  criticizing  this  Department ’ s/ 
action  in  penalizing  dairyman  Jesse  R.  Stalker,  of  Ravena,  N.  Y.  pp, 

^3438-9,  A3442 

24.  FARMv  PROGRAM .  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Dole  inserting  an  articl^  "Who  Is 
Twistyjng  Image  of  the  Farmer?"  pp.  A3441-2 

25.  SURPLUS  $00D.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Kearns  defending  th^distribution 
of  surpld^  food  by  private  relief  agencies,  pp.  A3465-6 

BILLS  INTRODUCED 

26.  SCHOOL  LUNCH,  ik  R.  11665,  by  Rep.  Bailey,  to  revise  th^ formula  for  apportion¬ 

ing  cash  assistance  funds  among  the  States  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act; 
to  Education  and  Dabor  Committee. 

27.  ORGANIZATION.  H.  R.  1^674,  by  Rep.  Scranton,  to  establish  an  Office  of  Urban 

Affairs  in  the  Executi^  Office  of  the  President  to  Government  Operations 
Committee. 

28.  EDUCATION.  H.  R.  11680,  byk^ep.  Holland,  ta/amend  the  National  Defense  Educa 

tion  Act  of  1958  in  order  toN^rovide  a  pn^gram  to  improve  school  library  re¬ 
sources  needed  for  teaching  art^  learning  to  Education  and  Labor  Committee. 

29.  WILDLIFE.  S.  3270,  by  Sen.  Metca^Nf  (for  himself  and  Sen.  Hruska) ,  to  amend 

the  Migratory  Bird  Conservation  AcVin  order  to  provide  that  the  Under 
Secretaries  of  the  Departments  of/tnfc  Interior ,  Commerce,  and  Agriculture 
shall  be  members  of  the  Migratory  BircL  Conservation  Commission;  to  Commerce 
Committee.  Remarks  of  Sen.  Metcalf.  7469 

30.  RECLAMATION.  S.  3272,  by  Se/u  Anderson,  to\provide  that  the  cost  of  certain 

investigations  by  the  Bureau  of  Reclamation^hall  be  nonreimbursable;  to  In¬ 
terior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee.  RemarkSof  author,  p.  7469 

31.  MARKETING.  S.  3278,  by  Sen.  Neuberger  (for  herself  and  Sen.  Morse),  to  amend 

the  Agricultural  Ma^xeting  Agreement  Act  of  1937, \as  amended;  to  Agriculture 
and  Forestry  Committee.  X 


/ 


-0- 

COMMITTEE  HEARINGS  ANNOUNCEMENTS : 

May  10:  Farm  bi'll,  H.  Agriculture  (exec). 

Prohibit ioiybn  imports  of  seed  screenings,  H.  Agriculture  (Davidson,  AMS, 
to  testify)  .  X 

Interior /and  related  agencies  appropriation  bill,  S.  Appropriations  (exec) . 
Establ j,4hment  of  wilderness  preservation  system,  H.  Interior. 

Outdo/r  recreation  resources  bill,  S.  Interior. 

Fedetal  pay  bill,  H.  Civil  Service  (State  and  Defense  to  testify). 
Establishment  of  Commission  on  Science  and  Technology,  S.  Gov't  Operations 
(Staats,  BB,  to  testify).  A 

Establishment  of  Allegheny  Parkway,  S.  Interior. 
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87  th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


S.  3 1 36 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 


May  9, 19G2 


Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Kefauver  (for  himself,  Mr. 
Gore,  Mr.  Ervin,  and  Mr.  Jordan)  to  the  bill  (S. 
3136)  to  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964 
and  1965  for  the  construction  of  certain  highways  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code,  and  for 
other  purposes,  viz:  On  page  3,  beginning  with  line  10, 
strike  out  all  through  line  12  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the 
following : 

1  (8)  Eor  public  lands  highways,  $5,500,000  for  the  fiscal 

2  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  of  which  $2,500,000  is  for  a 

3  highway  between  Tellico  Plains,  Tennessee,  and  Kobbins- 

4  ville,  North  Carolina,  and  $5,500,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end- 

5  ing  June  30,  1965,  of  which  $2,500,000  is  for  such  highway 

6  between  Tellico  Plains,  Tennessee,  and  Robbinsville,  North 

7  Carolina. 
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87th  CONGRESS  II  T\  1  HI 

2d  Session  |-|#  J\.  l^lOD 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

June  14, 1962 

Mr.  Fallon  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works 


A  BILL 

To  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965 
for  the  construction  of  certain  highways  in  accordance  with 
title  23  of  the  United  States  Code,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  SHORT  TITLE 

4  Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal-Aid 
^  Highway  Act  of  1962”. 

6  AUTHORIZATIONS 

7  Sec.  2.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 

8  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  the  following  sums 

9  are  hereby  authorized  to  he  appropriated : 

( 1 )  For  the  Federal-aid  primary  system  and  the 
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Federal-aid  secondary  system  and  for  their  extension  within 
urban  areas,  out  of  the  Highway  Trust  Fund,  $950,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $975,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965.  The  sums  author¬ 
ized  in  this  paragraph  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  available 
for  expenditure  as  follows: 

(A)  45  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
primary  highway  system; 

(B)  30  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
secondary  highway  system;  and 

(C)  25  per  centum  for  projects  on  extensions  of 
the  Federal-aid  primary  and  Federal-aid  secondary 
highway  systems  in  urban  areas. 

(2)  For  forest  highways,  $33,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $33,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(3)  For  forest  development  roads  and  trails,  and  ad¬ 
ditional  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1963,  $70,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964, 
and  $85,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(4)  For  public  lands  development  roads  and  trails, 
$2,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and 
$4,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(5)  For  park  roads  and  trails,  $22,000,000  for  the 
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fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $25,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(6)  For  parkways,  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1965. 

(7)  For  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges,  $16,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and 
$18,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(8)  For  public  lands  highways,  $3,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $3,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

ASSISTANCE  FOR  DISPLACED  FAMILIES  AND  BUSINESSES 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Chapter  1  of  title  23  of  the  United  States 
Code  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  section: 

“§  133.  Relocation  assistance 

“  (a)  As  used  in  this  section  the  term  ‘eligible  person’ 
means  any  individual,  family,  business  concern  (including 
the  operation  of  a  farm)  and  nonprofit  organization  to  be 
displaced  by  construction  of  a  project. 

“(b)  The  Secretary  prior  to  his  approval  of  any  project 
under  section  106  of  this  title  for  right-of-way  acquisition  or 
actual  construction  shall  require  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  to  give  satisfactory  assurance  that  there  exists  one  or 
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more  feasible  methods  (including  relocation  advisory  as¬ 
sistance)  for  the  relocation  of  families  displaced  by  acquisi¬ 
tion  or  clearance  of  rights-of-way  for  any  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way. 

“  (c)  The  Secretary  shall  approve,  as  a  part  of  the  cost 
of  construction  of  a  project  on  any  of  the  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way  systems,  such  relocation  payments  as  may  be  made  by 
a  State  highway  department,  or  a  local  public  agency  act¬ 
ing  as  an  agent  for  the  State  highway  department  for  this 
purpose,  to  eligible  persons  for  their  reasonable  and  neces¬ 
sary  moving  expenses  caused  by  their  displacement  from 
real  property  acquired  for  such  project.  However,  the 
Secretary  shall  not  require  a  State  to  pay  relocation  pay¬ 
ments  where  not  authorized  by  State  law. 

“(d)  Payments  under  this  section  shall  be  subject  to 
such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary,  and  shall  not  exceed  $200  in  the  case  of  an 
individual  or  family,  or  $3,000  in  the  case  of  a  business  con¬ 
cern  (including  the  operation  of  a  farm)  or  nonprofit  or¬ 
ganization.  In  the  case  of  a  business  (including  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  a  farm)  and  in  the  case  of  a  nonprofit  organization, 
the  allowable  expenses  for  transportation  under  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  not  exceed  the  cost  of  moving  50  miles  from  the 
point  from  which  such  business  or  organization  is  being  dis- 


1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 


5 


placed.  Such  rules  and  regulations  may  include  provisions 
authorizing  reimbursement  for  payments  made  to  individuals 
and  families  of  fixed  amounts  (not  to  exceed  $200  in  any 
case)  in  lieu  of  their  respective  reasonable  and  necessary 
moving  expenses. 

“(e)  This  section  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to 
projects  approved  under  section  106  of  this  title  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  section.” 

(b)  The  analysis  of  chapter  1  of  title  23  of  the  United 
States  Code  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following : 

“133.  Relocation  assistance.” 

PUBLIC  LANDS  DEVELOPMENT  ROADS  AND  TRAILS 
Sec.  4.  (a)  Section  101  of  title  23,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  after  the  paragraph 
which  begins  “The  term  ‘project  agreement’  means”,  the 
following : 

“The  term  ‘public  lands  development  roads  and  trails’ 
means  those  roads  or  trails  which  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  determines  are  of  primary  importance  for  the  devel¬ 
opment,  protection,  administration,  and  utilization  of  public 
lands  and  resources  under  his  control.” 

(b)  Chapter  2  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  is 
H.R.  12135 - 2 
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amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
section : 

“§  214.  Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails 

“  (a)  Funds  available  for  public  lands  development  roads 
and  trails  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  cost  of  construction  and 
improvement  of  such  roads  and  trails. 

“  (b)  Funds  available  for  public  lands  development  roads 
and  trails  shall  be  available  for  adjacent  vehicular  parking 
areas  and  for  sanitary,  water,  and  fire  control  facilities. 

“(c)  The  Secretary  shall  approve  the  location,  type, 
and  design  of  all  projects  for  public  lands  development  roads 
and  trails  before  any  expenditures  are  made  thereon  and 
all  construction  thereof  shall  be  under  the  general  super¬ 
vision  of  the  Secretary.  ” 

(c)  The  analysis  of  chapter  2  of  title  23  is  amended  by 

adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following : 

“214.  Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails.” 

AVAILABILITY  OF  FUNDS — OTHER  HIGHWAYS 
Sec.  5.  Section  203  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code 
is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  before  the  phrase  “park 
roads  and  trails”,  at  each  of  the  two  places  it  appears  in  such 
section,  the  following:  “public  lands  development  roads  and 
trails,”. 
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1  FEDERAL-AID  SECONDARY  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM — URBAN 

2  AREAS 

3  Sec.  6.  (a)  The  last  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  of  sec- 

4  tion  103  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read 

5  as  follows:  “This  system  may  be  located  both  in  rural  and 

6  urban  areas,  but  any  extension  of  the  system  into  urban 

7  areas  shall  be  subject  to  the  condition  that  such  extension 

8  pass  through  the  urban  area  or  connect  with  another  F ederal- 

9  aid  system  within  the  urban  area.” 

10  i  ( b )  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec- 

11  tion  shall  apply  to  apportionments  made  before  as  well  as 

12  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

13  TRANSPORTATION  PLANNING  IN  CERTAIN  URBAN  AREAS 

14  Sec.  7.  (a)  Chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States  Code, 

15  is  amended  by  adding  immediately  following  section  133  the 

16  following  new  section : 

17  “§  134.  Transportation  planning  in  certain  urban  areas 

18  “It  is  declared  to  be  in  the  national  interest  to  encourage 

19  and  promote  the  development  of  transportation  systems, 

20  embracing  various  modes  of  transport  in  a  manner  that  will 

21  serve  the  States  and  local  communities  efficientlv  and  effec- 

«/ 

22  tively.  To  accomplish  this  objective  the  Secretary  shall 

23  cooperate  with  the  States,  as  authorized  in  this  title,  in  the 
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1  development  of  long-range  highway  plans  and  programs 

2  which  are  properly  coordinated  with  plans  for  improvements 

3  in  other  affected  forms  of  transportation  and  which  are  for- 

4  midated  with  due  consideration  to  their  probable  effect  on 

5  the  future  development  of  urban  areas  of  more  than  fifty 

6  thousand  population.  After  July  1,  1965,  the  Secretaiy 

7  shall  not  approve  under  section  105  of  this  title  any  program 

8  for  projects  in  any  urban  area  of  more  than  fifty  thousand 

9  population  unless  he  finds  that  such  projects  are  based  on  a 

10  continuing  comprehensive  transportation  planning  process 

11  carried  on  cooperatively  by  States  and  local  communities  in 

12  conformance  with  the  objectives  stated  in  this  section.” 

13  (b)  The  analysis  of  chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States 

14  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following : 

“134.  Transportation  planning  in  certain  urban  areas.” 

15  RURAL  DELIVERY  AND  STAR  ROUTE  MILEAGE 

16  Sec.  8.  (a)  Subsection  (b)  (1)  of  section  104  of  title 

17  23  of  the  United  States  Code  is  amended  by  striking  out 

18  “preceding  fiscal  year”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “pre- 

19  ceding  calendar  year”. 

20  (b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec- 

21  tion  shall  be  applicable  only  with  respect  to  apportionments 

22  made  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 
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HIGHWAY  PLANNING  AND  RESEARCH  FUNDS 

Sec.  9.  Subsection  (c)  of  section  307  of  title  23  of  the 
United  States  Code  is  amended  by  inserting  “(1)”  im¬ 
mediately  after  “(c)”,  by  striking  out  “any  year”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  “each  fiscal  year  prior  to  the  fiscal  year 
1964”,  and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

“  (2)  One  and  one-half  per  centum  of  the  sums  appor¬ 
tioned  for  each  fiscal  year  beginning  with  the  fiscal  year  1964 
to  any  State  under  section  104  of  this  title  shall  be  available 
for  expenditure  by  the  State  highway  department  only  for  the 
purposes  enumerated  in  paragraph  ( 1 )  of  this  subsection. 

“(3)  In  addition  to  the  percentage  provided  in  para¬ 
graph  (2)  of  this  subsection,  not  to  exceed  one-half  of  one 
per  centum  of  sums  apportioned  for  each  fiscal  year  beginning 
with  the  fiscal  year  1964  under  paragraphs  (1),  (2),  and 
(3)  of  section  104  (b)  of  this  title  shall  be  available  for  ex¬ 
penditure  upon  request  of  the  State  highway  department  for 
the  purposes  enumerated  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection. 

“(4)  Sums  made  available  under  paragraphs  (2)  and 
(3)  of  this  subsection  shall  be  matched  by  the  State  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  section  120  of  this  title  unless  the  Secretary 
determines  that  the  interests  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  pro¬ 
gram  would  be  best  served  without  such  matching. 
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“(5)  Any  sums  made  available  under  paragraph  (2) 
of  this  subsection  to  a  State  which  are  not  expended  at  the 
end  of  the  period  of  two  years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal 
year  for  which  such  sums  are  authorized,  may,  notwithstand¬ 
ing  section  118  of  this  title,  be  used  by  the  Secretary  for 
highway  planning  and  research  purposes.  Such  sums  shall 
be  in  addition  to  those  authorized  for  research  under  sub¬ 
sections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section.” 

DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  10.  For  the  purposes  of  section  2  of  this  Act  each 
of  the  following  terms  shall  have  the  same  meaning:  as  is 
given  it  in  section  101  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code: 

( 1 )  Forest  development  roads  and  trails ; 

(2)  Forest  highway; 

(3)  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges; 

(4)  Park  roads  and  trails; 

( 5 )  Parkway ; 

(6)  Public  lands  highways; 

(7)  Federal-aid  primary  system; 

(8)  Federal-aid  secondary  system; 

(9)  Urban  area; 

(10)  Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails. 


w 


C D 

*1 


cr 

(t 


O 

o 

5 

R 


FT 

co 


Ch 

d 

M 


S2  4^ 


rD  m 
<r>  co 


05 

to 


o 

3 

o 


w 

VJ 


£> 

f 


H 

o 


CO  CD 
CD 


P  O 


P 
d  tr 


2  ? 


CD 


P.crq 

t3- 

5 

SB 

S'  “ 


p  ° 
3  S3* 
*  8 


p 

o> 

o  ° 

0-J  t-j 

CD  CP 
P 


3—1  P 

co 

05  Crt 
Oc 

g9^ 
°  2. 
_.  P 

“  ?■ 
CD  O 


P 


Q  co 

§  g9 

CO  H 


H» 

o 


’-i 

c 


C5 


J* 


CD 

*-J 


CD 


to 

05 


o 

t-b 


O 

Hb 


V* 

O  ® 
CD  P 
»-j  >-s 
l  CO 


> 

03 


r 

r 


oo 


H 

ccQ 

«  2 

®  55 

og 

^  H 
a 
c» 


X 

*3 


to 


CO 

Ul 


C 


J.  J  CONGRESSIONAL 
|® Of  PROCEEDINGS 

OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


j  OFFICE  OF 

BUDGET  AND  F3MNCJ 

J(For  information /mly  j 
I  should  not  be  $(uoted 
or  citec 


Issued  June  20,  1062 
For  actions  of  June  19,/1962 


87th-2cJ<  No- 100 


'ft-  >  '»*•; 


I  i  J 


CONTENTS 


Appropriations . 

...8,24 

Electrification. 

Forest  Service . 

...  8 

Communications . 

Employment . 

Forestry . 

Contracts . 

Estes  lhvestigat 

Aon .  8 

Legislative  program.. 

...16 

Cooperatives . 

Export s.\  . . . ./. 

Roads . - . 

Dairy  program . 

Farm  laborV^/f .  . 

School  lunch . 

...  7 

Defense  production. 

...4,16 

Farm  loans  .X. .  . 

Soil  bank . 

, ..  .22 

Economics . 

Farm  prog»am.\.  . 

Sugar . 

Education . 

Foreign  trade.  \ 

. 16,23 

Textile  imports . 

HIGHLIGHTS:  House  passed  sugat  bill.  House  begaV^  debate  on  farm  bill.  Sen.  Morse 
endorsed  bill  to  revise  school  lunch  apportionment N^orraul a. 

HOUSE 

1.  SUGAR.  Passed,  319W2,  without  amendment  H.  R.  12154,  \to  amend  and  extend  the 

Sugar  Act.  (Se/Digest  99  for  a  summary  of  the  bill.)  \pp.  10145-6 

2.  FARM  PROGRAM. /Began  debate  on  H.  R.  11222,  the  proposed  Fo^d  and  Agriculture 
Act  of  1962/  pp.  10146-86. 

3.  FARM  LOAN#.  Rep.  Beckworth  stated  that  he  had  "tried  to  obtainNin format ion  as 

to  the/percentage  of  people  who  actually  farm  who  receive  loans,  and  inserted 
correspondence  and  tables  from  various  sources  in  regard  to  these  >^oans. 
pp/10192-200 

4.  C0faTRACTS.  The  Banking  and  Currency  Committee  reported  with  amendment s\H.  R. 
11500 ,  to  extend  the  Defense  Production  Act  of  1950,  as  amended  (H.  ReptS^1839), 
p.  10203 

5.  ROADS.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  the  Public  Works  Committee  "Met  in 

executive  session  and  ordered  reported  favorably  to  the  House  H.  R.  12135 
(amended),  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962.’  p.  D490 


SENATE 


FARM  LABOR.  Sen.  Williams,  N.  J. ,  expressed  concern  over  economic  conditi 
migratory  farm  workers  and  commended  a  new  Calif,  health  program  for  faj 
irs.  pp.  10220-1 


fns  of 
work- 


7. 


SCHOOL  LUNCH.  Sen.  Morse  urged  enactment  of  H.  R.  11665  and  S.  2442/  to  revise 
the  formula  for  apportioning  cash  assistance  funds  among  the  States  under  the 
National  School  Lunch  Act,  stating  that  under  the  recommendation^  of  this  De- 
partmenKoregon'  s  share  of  the  funds  would  rise  from  $893,000  p6  $916,000. 

p.  10266 


8.  ESTES  INVESTIGATION.  Sen.  Tower  expressed  confidence  that  /he  combined  leader¬ 
ship  of  Sens.  rteClellan  and  Mundt  in  the  Estes  inquiry  "wall  assure  its  thoroi^h 


ness  and  competence,"  and  inserted  an  article  commending  them.  pp.  10210-1 


9.  INTERIOR  AND  RELATED\AGENCIES  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  19^ 
ed  an  additional  conferee  on  this  bill,  H.  R.  1080J 


Sen  Dworshak  was  appoint- 

p.  10208 


10. 


EDUCATION.  Sen.  Ervin  commended  the  land-grant  colleges  and  universities  on 
their  100th  anniversary  ahd  inserted  an  article  by  Dr.  John  T.  Caldwell, 
chancellor  of  North  Carolina  State  College,  Ri  the  origin  and  accomplishments 
of  the  land-grant  colleges.  \pp.  10211-3 


11.  EMPLOYMENT.  Sen.  Javits  critici'ked  the  Resident's  Committee  on  Equal  Employ¬ 
ment  Opportunity  as  "reported^  suffering  from  a  conflict  of  philosophies  and  a 
conflict  of  personalities,"  and  inhfRed  an  article  on  the  matter,  pp.  10215-6 


12. 


FORESTRY.  Sen.  Gruening  inserted  a6  article  quoting  the  regional  forester  for 
the  Tongass  National  Forest  in  Alaska  as  predicting  that  recreation  would 
compete  strongly  with  timber  ay  one  of  Alaska's  chief  resources  in  the  future, 
pp.  10218-9 


13. 


COMMUNICATIONS.  Continued  Rebate  on  H.  R.  110* 
ment  of  a  commercial  communications  satellite 


,  to  provide  for  the  establish- 
fstem.  pp.  10223-57 


14.  ECONOMICS.  Sen.  CurtiRcriticized  the  President '  srrecent  speech  at  Yale,  stat; 


that  it  "in  effect,  rewrote  the  principles  of  economi 
torial  criticizing/the  speech,  "Leftward  Ho."  p.  10J 


and  inserted  an  edi* 


15.  ELECTRIFICATION.  / Sen.  Morse  inserted  an  article  from  the\Northwest  Ruralite  on 
the  furnishing/of  electric  power  to  the  Maritime  Administration's  Astoria 
Reserve  Fleer  by  the  West  Oregon  Electric  Cooperative,  p.  1(3266 


16.  LEGISLATI\R*  PROGRAM,  Sen.  Mansfield  announced  that  possibly  th^ latter  part  of 
this  week  bills  would  be  considered  to  extend  the  Defense  Production  Act  and  to 
continj/e  the  authority  for  regulation  of  exports,  p.  10260 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


GAR.  Speech  in  the  House  of  Rep.  Roosevelt  urging  the  enactment  of  H. 

11706,  to  provide  for  the  establishment  of  fair  and  reasonable  minimum  w* 
rates  for  workers  employed  on  sugar  farms,  pp.  A  4575-6 

Speech  in  House  of  Rep.  Anderson,  Ill.,  urging  that  a  provision  be  inserted 
in  the  sugar  bill  "that  in  exchange  for  the  receipt  of  a  sugar  allocation,  a 
foreign  producer  would  agree  that  dollar  credits  be  used  for  the  purchase  of 
some  of  our  surplus  agricultural  commodities."  p.  A4607 


i 


3  - 


n 


L4.  SUGAR.  Sen.  Carroll  commended  the  sugar  program  and  paid  tribute  to  former 
Sen.  Costigan  for  his  efforts  in  the  enactment  of  the  original  sugar  legis¬ 
lation.  pp.  11298-9 

15.  M&AT  INSPECTION.  Both  Houses  received  from  this  Department  fwjwtd  lf*gi^/ati<*n 

to\extend  the  provisions  of  the  Meat  Inspection  Act  to  certain  classes 
establishments  not  now  subject  to  the  Act;  to  H.  and  S.  Agriculture  Cq/mitt eea. 
pp.  l\291,  11288 

16.  INSPECT!^  RESEARCH.  The  Foreign  Relations  Committee  reported  w^m  amendment 

H.  R.  898\  to  authorize  construction  of  a  bridge  across  the  Rio/Grande  at  or 
near  Heath  Grossing,  Tex.  (S.  Rept.  1668) ,  and  with  amendments/H.  R.  9883,  to 
authorize  construction  of  a  toll  bridge  across  the  Rio  Grand^/near  Los  Indios, 

.  Tex.  (S.  Rept.  \669).  p.  11291 


17.  LAND-GRANT  COLLEGE 5 

work  of  the  land-gr^ 
3,  11359 


) 


Sens.  Long  (Hawaii),  Carlson,  and 
it  colleges  on  their  100th  anniverj 


.ler  commended  the 
iry.  pp.  11299,  11322- 


18.  CONSUMER  PRICE  INDEX.  SeV  Humphrey  inserted  an  article  on  the  consumer  price 
\  index,  "Price  Index  Steady\After  3-Month  Rise."  /pp.  11300-01 

19.  EXPORT  CONTROL.  Both  Houses  received  the  conference  report  on  S.  3161,  to  pro¬ 

vide  for  continuation  of  authoWty  for  regulation  of  exports  (H.  Rept.  1949) 
(pp.  11238-9,  11288,  11347).  Bysa  vote  of/44  to  33,  agreed  to  a  motion  by  Sen. 
Keating  to  recommit  the  bill  to  tSe  conf^ence  committee  for  further  considera¬ 
tion,  pp.  11347-53).  ''V 

20.  FISCAL  CONDITIONS.  Sen.  Byrd,  Va. ,  i/5^rted  his  statement  on  the  financial 
condition  of  the  Federal  Government  pps.  11334-7 

LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Humphrey  announced  that  S.  2560,  to  amend  the  Inter¬ 
state  Commerce  Act,  as  amended/  so  as  to  strengthen  and  improve  the  nationa 
transportation  system,  will  ^4  considered  on  F^i.,  and  that  there  would  be  a 
session  on  Sat.  to  consider/the  sugar  bill  if  t\e  conference  committee  completes 
its  work  on  the  bill.  p. >11353 


HOUSE 


12.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  By  a/vote  of  299  to  125,  passed  as  reposed  H.  R.  11970,  c  e 
proposed  Trade  Exn^nsion  Act  of  1962  (pp.  11141-238,  11245-50,  11253-72, 

*  11282,  11283-4)  ./Earlier,  by  a  vote  of  171  to  253,  rejected  a  motion  by  Rep. 

Mason  to  recount  the  bill  (11237-8).  See  Digest  101  for  a\mmmary  of  the 
provisions  of/this  bill. 

SUGAR.  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R.  12154,  to  amend  and  ex^nd  the  pro¬ 
visions  pa  the  Sugar  Act  of  1948,  as  amended,  pp.  11238,  11278 

TOBACCO^  The  Agriculture  Committee  reported  with  amendment  S.  J.  Res\201,  to 
exte/d  the  time  by  which  a  lease  transferring  a  tobacco  acreage  allotment  may 
be /filed  (H.  Rept.  1952).  p.  11288 

f  f  , 

LABOR.  The  Education  and  Labor  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  S.  1124,  to  provide  financial  assistance  to  the  States  to  ir 
prove  educational  opportunities  for  migrant  agricultural  employees  and  belt 
children,  and  S.  1132,  with  amendment,  to  provide  for  the  establishment  of 
a  National  Advisory  Council  on  Migratory  T  ..^r.  p.  D534 


26. 


PERSONNEL.  Rep.  Beckworth  inserted  several  letters  pertaining  to  the  use  of 
assembled  and  unassembled  examinations  and  boards  of  U.  S.  Civil  Service  Ex- 
liners  by  the  agencies,  pp.  11273-7 


27. 


EDUCATION.  The  Education  and  Labor  Committed  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  H.  R.  12070,  to  provide  assistance  in  the  field  of  special 
education  to  institutions  of  higher  learning,  and  to  the  States,  p.  D53 

Rep.^Wilson,  Calif.  ,  commended  the  centennial  of  the  land-grant  col/Leges  and 
said,  "iNmd  confident  our  land-grant  institutions  will  continue  to  b/  a  credit 
to  our  country."  p.  11278 

Rep.  McDowell  discussed  the  centennial  of  the  Morrill  Land-Gr§rft  College  Act 


and  said,  "moi'e  than  any  other  single  measure,  this  act  has  shaved  significant¬ 


ly  the  educatiot\al  and,  perhaps,  the  economic  development  of 
pp.  11284-6 


ir  Nation." 


28. 


SURPLUS  PROPERTY.  The  Government  Operations  Committee  issued  a  report  on  evalua¬ 
tion  of  the  donable  sWplus  property  program  (H.  Rept.  1943).  p.  11288 


29.  FOREIGN  AFFAIRS.  The  Foreign  Affairs  Committee  issued' a  report  of  the  Special 
Study  Mission  to  the  Far  East,  South  Asia,  and  the  Vliddle  East  (H.  Rept.  1946). 

p.  11288  \  /  £ 


30.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Received  from  £fae  President  ary4roendment  to  the  budget  for 
fiscal  1963  involving  an  increasb.  of  $382,00Q/for  the  civil  functions  of  the 
Department  of  the  Army  (H.  Doc.  463).  p.  Ijf288 


31.  ROADS.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H.  R.  12135,  the 
proposed  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962  (H.  Rept.  1948).  p.  11288 


32.  SOIL  BANK.  The  Agriculture  Committed  repo  without  amendment  S.  3062,  to 

amend  the  Soil  Bank  Act  to  make  pe/manent  existing  provision  of  law  authori¬ 

zing  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture' to  perm  e  harvesting  of  hay  on  conserva¬ 
tion  reserve  acreage  in  certairy' disaster  \(H.  Rept.  1961).  p.  11288 


33.  SAFETY.  The  Education  and  Latfor  Committee  voted 
report)  H.  R.  12306,  the  proposed  Occupational 


35. 


report  (but  did  not  actually 
:y  Act  of  1962.  p.  D534 


34.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rejf.  Albert  announced  that  the  cl  rence  report  on  S.  3161 

to  extend  the  Export  Control  Act,  will  be  considered  c  ri.,  and  the  conference 

report  on  H.  R.  12154,  to  extend  the  Sugar  Act,  will  t  jmsidered  on  Sat.  if 

reported  by  the  conference  committee,  p.  11244 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


TOBACCO.  Ext^sion  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Evins  inserting  an  article^  Cigarette 
Taxes:  Enough  Money  to  Pay  for  U.  S.  Space  Program,"  and  stating  lat  tobacco 
is  now  oiys  of  the  principal  sources  of  public  revenue*  for  all  le  ■Ls  of 
government,  p.  A4924 


36. 


PEACE /CORPS .  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Flood  inserting  an  article,  "3 
Corps  Thrives  In  First  Year  Abroad--Nations  Ask  More  As  1,000th  Recruit 
Overseas."  pp.  A4925-7 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Kerr  inserting  an  address  by  Director  Shrivel 
on  the  operations  and  programs  of  the  Peace  Corps,  pp.  A4933-5 


37.  WATER  RESOURCES.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Weaver  inserting  the  report  of  the' 
projects  committee  to  the  49th  convention  of  the  National  Rivers  and  Harbors 
Congress,  pp.  A4927-9 


87tii  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES  f  Report 
2d  Session  )  (No.  1948 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1962 


June  28,  1962. — Committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State 
of  the  Union  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Fallon,  from  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

together  with 

SUPPLEMENTAL  AND  ADDITIONAL  VIEWS 

[To  accompany  H.R.  12135] 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.R.  12135)  to  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and 
1965  for  the  construction  of  certain  highways  in  accordance  with 
title  23  of  the  United  States  Code,  and  for  other  purposes,  having 
considered  the  same,  report  favorably"  thereon  with  amendments  and 
recommend  that  the  bill  as  amended  do  pass. 

The  amendments  are  as  follows: 

Page  2,  line  17,  strike  out  “and”  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  “an”. 

Page  9,  line  23,  after  the  period  insert  a  double  quotation  mark. 

Page  10,  strike  out  lines  1  through  8,  inclusive. 

THE  A-B-C  HIGHWAY  PROGRAM 

Section  2  of  H.R.  12135  provides  for  the  usual  biennial  authoriza¬ 
tions  for  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  for  the  A-B-C1  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way  program,  as  well  as  authorizations  for  these  fiscal  years  for  the 
several  classes  of  Federal  domain  roads.  The  committee  considers  it 
essential  that  funds  be  authorized  for  these  fiscal  years  for  the  Federal- 
aid  primary  and  secondary  highway  systems  and  their  extensions 
within  urban  areas  in  order  that  the  Stages  may  have  sufficient  time 
for  planning  their  individual  road  construction  programs,  including 
any  financing  procedures  necessary  to  provide  the  required  .State 
matching  funds  under  the  Federal-aid  highway  program.  Authoriza¬ 
tion  of  these  funds  is  necessary  in  the  very  near  future  in  order  that 
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timely  apportionment  may  be  made  of  funds  authorized  for  fiscal 
year  1964. 

The  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1960  authorized  the  amount  of  $925 
million  for  the  A-B-C  program  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1962  and 
1963.  Such  amount  was  identical  to  that  authorized  for  this  program 
for  fiscal  year  1961.  The  committee  has  carefully  considered  the 
legislative  history  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956,  as  well  as 
subsequent  highway  legislation  which  evidences  the  intent  of  the 
Congress  that  there  should  be  a  progressive  increase  of  $25  million 
each  year  in  funds  authorized  for  the  A-B-C  program  until  an  annual 
authorization  of  $1  billion  is  reached.  While  the  committee  is  not 
unmindful  of  the  recommendation  of  the  President  in  his  February  28, 
1961,  message  on  highways  (H.  Doc.  No.  96,  87th  Cong.,  1st  sess.) 
that  authorizations  for  the  A-B-C  program  be  increased  at  a  rate  of 
$25  million  each  2  years  until  the  $1  billion  level  is  reached,  the  com¬ 
mittee  nevertheless  feels,  after  consideration  of  all  testimony  received 
and  in  view  of  the  history  of  this  matter,  that  the  annual  increase  of 
$25  million  provided  in  H.R.  12135  is  desirable  and  necessary  for  the 
continuation  of  this  vital  portion  of  the  highway  program  at  appro-  ' 
priate  levels  to  keep  it  in  balance  with  the  accelerated  interstate 
program.  Hence,  the  amount  of  $950  million  would  be  authorized 
for  the  A-B-C  program  for  fiscal  year  1964,  and  the  amount  of  $975 
million  for  fiscal  year  1965. 

The  Federal-aid  highways  which  would  be  aided  by  this  bill  extend 
into  every  county  of  the  United  States.  The  present  extent  of  the 
Federal -aid  primary  system  is  224,860  miles,  exclusive  of  Interstate 
System  mileage,  of  which  205,370  miles  are  in  rural  areas  and  19,490 
miles  are  in  urban  areas.  The  Federal-aid  secondary  system  at  this 
time  consists  of  601,364  miles,  including  587,659  rural  miles  and  13,705 
urban  miles.  At  the  present  time,  therefore,  the  total  mileage  of  high¬ 
ways  covered  under  the  A-B-C  program  is  over  826,000  miles,  carrying 
almost  half  of  the  total  of  all  highway  traffic  in  the  Nation. 

For  the  A-B-C  program,  including  the  program  financed  from  the 
special  funds  authorized  by  section  2(a)  of  the  Federal -Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1958,  portions  have  been  completed  since  July  1,  1956,  at  a  total 
cost  of  $9.3  billion.  The  completed  projects  include  over  134,000 
miles  of  construction  contracts,  at  a  total  cost  of  $8.7  billion,  and 
engineering  and  right-of-way  acquisition  totaling  $605  million.  On  (r| 
March  31,  1962,  A-B-C  projects  underway  or  authorized  total  $3.4  | 
billion.  The  work  underway  included  23,900  miles  of  construction 
contracts  at  a  total  cost  of  $2.9  billion,  and  engineering  and  right- 
of-way  acquisition  totaling  $463  million. 

H.R.  12135  does  not  provide  authorizations  for  the  Interstate 
System,  inasmuch  as  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1961  provided 
a  revised  schedule  of  authorizations  for  that  system  through  fiscal 
year  1971.  The  committee  has  been  informed  that  12,387  miles  of 
the  Interstate  System  have  now  been  improved  and  open  to  traffic, 
representing  an  increase  of  almost  1,800  miles  during  the  past  year. 

In  addition  to  the  sections  of  the  Interstate  System  open  to  traffic, 
4,451  miles  of  the  Interstate  System  were  under  construction  on 
March  31,  1962,  and  engineering  or  right-of-way  acquisition  was 
underway  on  10,887  miles.  Thus,  some  form  of  work  was  completed 
or  underway  on  68  percent  of  the  41,000-mile  Interstate  System. 
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Under  H.R.  12135,  as  already  stated,  there  would  be  authorized 
$950  million  for  fiscal  year  1964  and  $975  million  for  fiscal  year  1965 
for  the  Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary  highway  systems  and 
extensions  thereof  within  urban  areas  in  the  usual  45-30-25  percentage 
ratio.  Therefore,  with  the  enactment  of  H.R.  12135,  the  following 
amounts  will  be  authorized  for  fiscal  year  1964  and  fiscal  year  1965. 


Authorizations  of  Federal-aid  highway  funds  for  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965 


System 

Fiscal  year 
1964 

Fiscal  year 
1965 

Primary _ _ _ 

$427,  500, 000 
285, 000, 000 
237,  500, 000 

$438, 750, 000 
292, 500, 000 
243,  750, 000 

Total _ 

950, 000, 000 

975, 000,000 

These  funds  would  be  apportioned  among  the  States  in  the  manner 
now  provided  by  law,  and  would  be  available  for  expenditure  in  the 
same  manner  as  funds  for  these  highways  are  made  available  under 
present  law,  that  is,  for  2  years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for 
which  such  funds  are  authorized. 

Existing  law  providing  authorizations  for  the  Interstate  System 
would  make  available  the  sum  of  $2.6  billion  for  fiscal  year  1964  and 
$2.7  billion  for  fiscal  year  1965.  The  approximate  amounts  which 
will  be  apportioned  to  each  State  for  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  for 
the  A-B-C  program  pursuant  to  H.R.  12135  and  for  the  Interstate 
System  under  present  authorizations  are  shown  in  the  following 
tabulations. 
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Approximate  apportionments  of  Federal-aid  highway  funds,  fiscal  year  1964 


[Thousands  of  dollars] 


State 

Pursuant  to  H.R.  12135 

Interstate 

($2,600,000) 

Total 

($3,550,000) 

Primary 

($427,500) 

Secondary 

($285,000) 

Urban 

($237,500) 

Subtotal 

($950,000) 

Alabama _ 

$8, 178 

$6, 244 

$3, 188 

$17, 610 

$53, 635 

$71,245 

22,  696 

15, 233 

156 

38.  085 

38, 085 

Arizona _  — 

6,  337 

4,111 

1,773 

12, 221 

36, 407 

48, 628 

Arkansas _ 

6, 087 

4,  847 

1,292 

12, 226 

27. 138 

39, 364 

California _ 

21,862 

10, 154 

25,  672 

57,  688 

247,  918 

305, 606 

Colorado - 

7, 105 

4,609 

2,  415 

14.129 

34,  379 

48,  508 

Connecticut _ 

2, 992 

1,622 

4,  581 

9,195 

36,  613 

45,  808 

Delaware _ 

2,111 

1,407 

544 

4,062 

9,654 

13.  716 

Florida _ 

7,  819 

4,863 

6,  669 

19,  381 

53,  789 

73. 170 

Georgia _ 

10,  473 

7,  909 

3,  843 

22,  225 

47,  781 

70,  006 

Hawaii _ 

2,111 

1,407 

880 

4,  398 

20,  360 

24,  758 

Idaho _ _ _ 

4,  726 

3,  392 

501 

8.619 

12, 170 

20, 789 

Illinois _ - 

15,933 

8,727 

15, 229 

39,  889 

135,  256 

175, 145 

Indiana _ _ 

9,  696 

7, 009 

5,  322 

22, 027 

64,  213 

86, 240 

Iowa . . . 

9.  619 

7, 162 

2,  535 

19,316 

32,  813 

52, 129 

Kansas  _ _ - 

9,  561 

6,  676 

2,327 

18,  564 

20,  103 

38,  667 

Kentucky  _ . 

6, 944 

5,  888 

2, 368 

15, 200 

52,890 

68,  090 

Louisiana _ 

6, 353 

4,  570 

3,712 

14,635 

74,  894 

89,  529 

Maine..  _ _ 

3,138 

2, 384 

8(5 

6,  327 

12,  247 

18,  574 

Maryland-  .  _ 

4,192 

2,628 

4, 288 

11,108 

47,  499 

58,  607 

Massachusetts  ...  _ 

5, 382 

2, 380 

8, 184 

15.  946 

55,  561 

71,  507 

Michigan _ _ 

13, 179 

8,  277 

10,  755 

32,211 

101,031 

133, 242 

Minnesota. _ 

10,  726 

7,560 

3,  888 

22, 174 

67,  063 

89, 237 

Mississippi _ _ 

6,  026 

5,  567 

1,393 

13,  586 

31,  503 

45,  089 

Missouri _ _ 

11,306 

7,  740 

5,270 

24, 316 

66,  318 

90,  634 

Montana.. _ ...  .  .  . 

7,821 

5,  426 

543 

13, 790 

24, 263 

38, 053 

Nebraska . . 

7,  688 

5, 478 

1,368 

14,534 

15, 148 

29, 682 

Nevada  ...  _ 

4,846 

3,223 

358 

8.  427 

13, 069 

21,496 

New  Hampshire _ 

2,111 

1,407 

627 

4, 145 

11,631 

15,  776 

New  Jersey _ 

5,  968 

2,049 

10, 191 

18, 208 

67,  602 

85,  810 

New  Mexico _ 

6,606 

4,457 

1,147 

12.  210 

25,  880 

38, 090 

New  York.  _ 

19,  292 

8,412 

27,316 

55, 020 

122, 855 

177. 875 

North  Carolina _ ... 

9,  971 

8,914 

3,111 

21,996 

21,208 

43, 204 

North  Dakota _ ...  .. 

5,411 

3,  965 

417 

9,  793 

11,451 

21,244 

Ohio _ 

14,  660 

9, 138 

13,  402 

37, 200 

176,  952 

214, 152 

Oklahoma...  _ 

8,523 

5,932 

2,  616 

17,  071 

31,195 

48. 266 

Oregon  .  _ 

6,  546 

4,  575 

1,  982 

13, 103 

45,  034 

58, 137 

Pennsylvania..  ..  _ 

15,  690 

10,  062 

15,  094 

40, 846 

115,  974 

156,  820 

Rhode  Island _  _ 

2,  111 

1,407 

1,426 

4,  944 

9,551 

14,  495 

South  Carolina _ 

5,  407 

4,724 

1,699 

11,  830 

22, 389 

34, 219 

South  Dakota _ 

5,  952 

4,  306 

431 

10,  689 

17, 023 

27,  712 

Tennessee _  .  ...  .  . 

8,277 

6,  536 

3,  378 

18, 191 

65, 343 

83,  534 

Texas . . 

25,  851 

16, 337 

13, 180 

55, 368 

117,  309 

172,  677 

Utah  . . 

4,635 

3, 007 

1,237 

8,879 

37,  537 

46, 416 

Vermont . . 

2,  111 

1,407 

330 

3,  848 

17,  895 

21,  743 

Virginia.. . 

8,  031 

6,269 

4.112 

18,  412 

78,  797 

97,  209 

Washington _ _  _ 

6,780 

4,  582 

3.  548 

14,  910 

54,  046 

68,  956 

West  Virginia _ _ 

4,163 

3,742 

1,248 

9,153 

39,  026 

48, 179 

Wisconsin . . 

9,  485 

6,  691 

4,589 

20,  765 

22,  928 

43,  693. 

Wyoming _  _ _ 

4,  816 

3,  277 

280 

8.  373 

24,  879 

33,  25d 

District  of  Columbia _ 

2,111 

1,  407 

1,  489 

5,  007 

37, 280 

42,  28r 

Puerto  Rico _ 

2,111 

2,  342 

1,822 

6,  275 

6,275 
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Approximate  apportionments  of  Federal-aid  highway  funds,  fiscal  year  1965 

[Thousands  of  dollars] 


State 

Pursuant  to  H.R.  12135 

Interstate 

($2,700,000) 

Total 

($3,675,000) 

Primary 

($438,750) 

Secondary 

($292,500) 

Urban 

($243,750) 

Subtotal 

($975,000) 

Alabama . .  ... . 

$8, 393 

$6,  408 

$3,272 

$18, 073 

$55, 698 

$73, 771 

Alaska _  _ _ 

23,294 

15, 634 

160 

39, 088 

39, 088 

Arizona _ _ 

6,504 

4,  219 

1,820 

12,  643 

37,  807 

50, 350 

Arkansas . . 

6,  248 

4,975 

1,326 

12,  549 

28, 182 

40,  731 

California _  _ 

22,  437 

10,  421 

26, 348 

59,  206 

257,  453 

316, 659 

Colorado . .  __ . 

7,292 

4,731 

2,  478 

14,  501 

35,  701 

50, 202 

Connecticut _ 

3,071 

1,664 

4,  702 

9,437 

38,  021 

47, 458 

Delaware . . . 

2, 166 

1,444 

559 

4, 169 

10,  025 

14, 194 

Florida _ 

8,  056 

4,  991 

6,  844 

19,  891 

55,  858 

75,  749 

Georgia . . _  .  . 

10, 749 

8,117 

3,  944 

22,  810 

49,  619 

72,  429 

Hawaii . . _ 

2,160 

1,  444 

903 

4,  513 

21, 143 

25, 656 

Idaho _ _ _ 

4,851 

3,481 

515 

8,  847 

12,  638 

21,  485 

Illinois _  _ _ 

16, 352 

8,  956 

15,  630 

40,  938 

140,  458 

181,396 

Indiana _ _ _ 

9,  951 

7, 193 

5,  462 

22,  606 

66,  683 

89, 289 

Iowa . . . . . 

9,  872 

7, 351 

2,  602 

19,  825 

34,  075 

53,  900 

Kansas _ _ 

9,812 

6, 852 

2,  388 

19,  052 

20,  877 

39,  929 

Kentucky . . . 

7, 127 

6, 043 

2,  430 

15,  600 

54, 925 

70,  525 

Louisiana _ 

6,  520 

4,690 

3, 810 

15,  020 

77,  775 

92,  795 

Maine _ 

3,  221 

2,447 

826 

6,  494 

12,  718 

19,  212 

Maryland _ 

4,302 

2,697 

4,401 

11,  400 

49,  326 

60,  726 

Massachusetts _  _ 

5,  523 

2,  443 

8, 399 

16,  365 

57,698 

74,  063 

Michigan _ _ _ 

13,  526 

8,  494 

11,038 

33,  058 

104, 917 

137,  975 

Minnesota _ 

11,008 

7,759 

3,  990 

22,  757 

69,  642 

92,  399 

Mississippi _ 

6,800 

5,714 

1,430 

13,  944 

32,  715 

46,  659 

Missouri-- _ 

11,604 

7,  944 

5,  409 

24,  957 

68,  869 

93,  826 

Montana _ _ _ 

8, 027 

5,569 

557 

14, 153 

25,  196 

39,  349 

Nebraska.-  . . . . 

7,  890 

5,622 

1,404 

14,  916 

15,  731 

30,  647 

Nevada— _ _  _ 

4,  973 

3,308 

367 

8,648 

13, 571 

22,  219 

New  Hampshire  . 

2, 166 

1,444 

644 

4,  254 

12,  078 

16,  332 

New. Jersey _ _ _ _ 

6, 125 

2,  103 

10,  459 

18.  687 

70,  202 

88, 889 

New  Mexico _ _ _ 

6,  780 

4,  574 

1, 177 

12,  531 

26,  876 

39,  407 

New  York _  „  .... 

19,  800 

8,634 

28,  034 

56,  468 

127,  580 

184, 048 

North  C  arolinu.--  _ 

10,  234 

9, 148 

3, 193 

22,  575 

22,  023 

44,  598 

North  Dakota . . 

5,  554 

4,069 

428 

10,  051 

11,891 

21,  942 

Ohio..  . . ..  . 

15,  045 

9,  379 

13,  755 

38, 179 

183,  758 

221,  937 

Oklahoma. __  ..  _ 

8,748 

6,038 

2,  685 

17,  521 

32,  396 

49.  916 

Oregon _  _ 

6,  718 

4.  695 

2,  034 

13,  447 

46,  766 

60,  213 

Pennsylvania _ _ ... 

16, 103 

10,  327 

15,  492 

41,  922 

120,  434 

162,  356 

Rhode  Island.  _ 

2, 166 

1,444 

1,464 

5,074 

9,  918 

14,  992 

South  C  irolina _ 

5,  649 

4,  849 

1,  743 

12, 141 

23,  250 

35,  391 

South  I)  ikota . . . 

6, 109 

4,  420 

443 

10,  972 

17,677 

28,  649 

Tennessee  . .  . 

8,  495 

6,  70S 

3,  467 

18,  670 

67,  856 

86,  526 

Texas _  _ 

26,  532 

16,  767 

13,  527 

56,  826 

121,821 

178,  647 

Utah _ _ _ 

4,  758 

3,086 

1,270 

9,  114 

38,  981 

48,  095 

Vermont _  _ _ 

2,166 

1,444 

338 

3,  948 

18,  584 

22,  532 

Virvinii . . 

8,243 

6,434 

4,  220 

18,  897 

81,827 

100,724 

Wishinston..  _ _ 

6,  959 

4,  703 

3,  641 

15,  303 

56, 125 

71,  42S 

West  Virginia _ _ 

4,  273 

3,  840 

1,281 

9,  394 

40,  527 

49,  921 

Wisconsin  ._  _ 

9,  734 

6,  867 

4,709 

21,310 

23,  810 

45, 120 

Wyoming... . . . 

4,942 

3, 363 

287 

8,  592 

25,  836 

34,  428 

District  of  Columbia _ 

2,166 

1,444 

1,528 

5, 138 

38,  714 

43,  852 

Puerto  Rico _ 

2, 166 

2,403 

1,870 

6,439 

6,  439 

FOREST  HIGHWAYS 

H.R.  12135  would  authorize  the  sum  of  $33  million  for  forest 
highways  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965.  Such  amounts 
are  identical  to  those  previously  authorized  under  the  Federal  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1960  for  fiscal  years  1962  and  1963,  and  are  necessary  for 
the  continuation  of  the  forest  highway  program. 


FOREST  DEVELOPMENT  ROADS  AND  TRAILS 

For  “Forest  development  roads  and  trails,”  which  are  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  the  committee  has 
allowed  the  full  request  made  by  the  President,  an  additional  $10 
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million  for  fiscal  year  1963  to  bring  the  total  authorization  to  $50 
million;  $70  million  for  1964  and  $85  million  for  1965  as  compared 
to  the  present  level  of  $40  million. 

In  1959  the  program  for  the  national  forests  was  submitted  to  the 
Congress.  In  1960  when  the  authorizations  for  the  fiscal  years  1962 
and  1963  were  written  in  the  last  Congress,  it  was  this  committee 
which  took  the  leadership  and  set  the  present  level  of  authorization, 
an  increase  of  $15  million  over  the  previous  biennium.  Review  by 
the  committee  has  established  the  soundness  of  this  decision. 

For  example,  national  forest  use  for  recreation  purposes  has  risen 
from  approximately  27  million  visits  in  1950  to  over  100  million  in 
1961,  and  continues  to  grow. 

The  demand  for  national  forest  timber  remains  high  and  is  growing 
in  importance  to  the  forest  products  industry.  Acceleration  in  the 
road  program  is  vital  to  servicing  the  need  to  provide  for  an  orderly 
harvest  of  this  timber  at  proper  conservation  standards. 

President  Kennedy  in  his  first  message  on  resources  advised  the 
Congress  that  this  program  was  under  review  and  in  September  1961 
he  submitted  a  revised  development  program  for  the  national  forests 
which  covers  the  period  from  fiscal  year  1963  through  1972. 

The  President  stated  that  the  revised  program  was  designed  to 
recognize  two  basic  factors  which  called  for  acceleration  of  the  pre¬ 
viously  planned  road  program.  Recreation  resource  management 
must  be  substantially  broadened  and  intensified  and  there  must  be 
an  acceleration  of  timber  management  and  harvesting. 

The  testimony  before  the  committee  fully  justifies  substantial 
increases. 

Funds  invested  in  forest  development  roads  are  returned  to  the 
Treasury  through  revenues  from  national  forest  activities,  particu¬ 
larly  timber  harvesting.  These  roads  form  a  basis  for  industrial  and 
commercial  activity  vital  to  the  communities  within  and  adjacent  to 
the  national  forests  in  39  States  and  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto 
Rico. 

By  the  year  2000  the  proper  level  of  operations  on  the  national  for¬ 
ests  will  provide  direct  private  enterprise  employment  to  close  to  1.5 
million  workers  across  the  Nation  and  especially  in  a  number  of  areas 
which  have  been  characterized  as  experiencing  relatively  low  income 
or  actually  designated  as  meeting  labor  surplus  criteria. 

When  the  program  is  completed  national  forest  direct  revenues  will 
have  increased  to  $230  million  annually  while  the  economic  benefit 
to  the  economy  will  be  substantially  in  excess  of  $6  billion  annually. 

The  10-year  program  for  the  national  forests  contemplates  a  total 
investment  of  approximately  $2.5  billion  of  which  $1.7  billion  is 
accounted  for  by  roads  and  trails.  The  multiple-purpose  roads  to  be 
constructed  by  appropriations  will  total  $1.2  billion  and  will  add 
79,400  miles  of  road  plus  8,000  miles  of  trail. 

The  road  development  program  contemplates  an  investment  of 
appropriated  funds  which  will  average  $120  million  annually  over  the 
decade.  The  increase  allowed  by  the  committee  moves  the  authori¬ 
zation  toward  this  goal  in  a  responsible  manner. 

Because  further  increases  will  be  required  in  future  years  to  fulfill 
the  planned  program  as  scheduled  the  committee  believes  that  the 
Department  must  keep  this  program  under  very  careful  review.  The 
size  of  expenditures  contemplated  will  require  a  constant  search  for 
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possible  savings.  Road  standards,  design,  engineering,  contracting 
and  construction  operations,  and  supervision  should  be  studied  to 
assure  that  every  opportunity  for  improvement  is  quickly  adopted. 

Special  care  must  be  taken  to  construct  all  roads  to  a  standard 
and  on  a  location  which  will  serve  present  and  future  national  forest 
uses  at  the  lowest  net  cost  for  construction,  maintenance,  and  vehicle 
use. 

Estimates  for  the  year  2000  indicate  that  the  present  road  system 
of  179,200  miles  plus  106,500  miles  of  trail  will  grow  to  a  system  with 
542,250  miles  of  road  but  only  80,000  miles  of  trails.  The  186  million 
acres  in  the  national  forest  system  by  then  will  have  to  be  operated 
at  a  high  level  of  conservation  for  it  is  estimated  that  our  population 
will  then  be  over  350  million  people.  Recreational  use  will  climb  to 
over  six  times  today’s  level.  The  timber  produced  from  the  approxi¬ 
mately  90  million  acres  of  commercial  timber  land  in  the  national 
forests  will  double — to  over  21  billion  board  feet  annually. 

Today  the  national  forests  supply  high  quality  water  to  1,800  towns 
and  cities  in  the  West  including  some  of  our  great  and  growing  metro¬ 
politan  areas.  Irrigation  use  and  outdoor  recreation  associated  with 
the  3  million  acres  of  lakes  and  81,000  miles  of  streams  in  the  national 
forest  will  continue  to  grow.  By  1975  alone  it  is  estimated  that  our 
use  of  water  will  double  and  by  the  year  2000  it  will  be  necessary  to 
derive  at  least  200  million  acre-feet  of  water  from  national  forests 
watersheds. 

Multiple-use  considerations  will  require  the  concentration  cf  road 
construction  on  those  parts  of  the  national  forests  where  use  possibilities 
for  timber,  recreation,  and  other  intensive  developments  produce  the 
best  combination  of  benefits. 

Roads  are  a  first  line  of  defense  against  fire.  A  careful  study  sup¬ 
plied  to  the  Committee  on  Appropriations  shows  that  despite  the  in¬ 
creased  opportunity  to  use  aircraft,  roads  and  trails  continue  to  be 
of  prime  importance  for  resource  protection. 

Despite  many  improvements  the  total  cost  of  fire  control  alone  on 
the  national  forests  in  1960  totaled  $56  million.  Fire  damaged  or 
destroyed  the  resources  on  424,000  acres  with  losses  totaling  $46 
million.  The  total  1960  cost  for  control  and  damage,  $100  million, 
conclusively  shows  adequate  roads  will  measurably  benefit  the  reduc¬ 
tion  of  fire  costs  and  losses. 

It  is  an  inescapable  fact  that  a  modern  society’s  natural  resources 
can  be  properly  managed  only  by  wisely  providing  roads  available  in 
time  to  meet  emergent  needs.  About  68  percent  of  the  capital 
investment  contemplated  by  the  development  program  for  the  national 
forests  is  for  roads  and  trails  and  thus  a  responsibility  of  this  com¬ 
mittee. 

Recognizing  that  we,  as  a  people,  pay  for  roads,  whether  we  have 
them  or  not — and  we  pay  more  for  them  if  we  do  not  have  them  than 
if  we  do — the  recommendations  made  by  the  President  and  his 
Secretary  of  Agriculture  have  been  approved. 

PUBLIC  LANDS  DEVELOPMENT  ROADS  AND  TRAILS 

Section  4  of  H.R.  12135  contains  a  substantive  addition  to  title  23, 
United  States  Code,  providing  for  a  new  category  of  Federal  domain 
roads  to  be  known  as  public  lands  development  roads  and  trails. 
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Specifically,  section  4  of  the  bill  would  add  a  new  section,  section  214, 
to  title  23  somewhat  similar  to  the  existing  provisions  regarding  other 
Federal  domain  roads.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  would  have  the 
responsibility  of  approving  the  location,  t}?pe  and  design  of  all  projects 
for  these  roads  and  their  construction  would  be  under  the  general 
supervision  of  the  Department  of  Commerce.  The  bill  would  author¬ 
ize  $2  million  for  fiscal  year  1964  and  $4  million  for  fiscal  year  1965 
for  this  new  category  of  Federal  domain  roads. 

The  committee  has  received  testimony  as  to  the  need  for  setting 
up  in  the  law  requirements  and  authorizations  for  these  roads.  The 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  ad¬ 
ministers  more  than  157  million  acres  of  public  forest  land  in  the 
Western  United  States  and  Alaska,  of  which  approximately  44  million 
acres  are  classed  as  commercial  forest  land  supporting  a  stand  volume 
in  excess  of  204  billion  board  feet.  Additionally,  178  million  acres  of 
public  rangelands  in  the  Western  United  States,  and  an  estimated  100 
million  acres  of  usable  livestock  and  big  game  range  in  Alaska  must- 
be  managed,  protected,  and  developed.  Access  roads  are  essential  to 
the  management  of  these  lands.  Recreational  use  of  these  lands  by 
the  public  further  emphasizes  the  critical  need  for  adequate  roads. 

Heretofore  it  has  been  the  practice  to  construct  most  of  BLM  roads 
in  forested  areas  under  timber  sale  contract  requirements.  While 
these  roads  may  serve  their  primary  purpose,  in  most  instances  they 
are  not  adequate  for  the  expanded  use  now  placed  on  them. 

Inclusion  of  road  needs  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  within 
this  highway  legislation  will  provide  needed  support  for  the  public 
land  resource  program  insofar  as  roads  are  concerned  and  will  afford 
a  basis  for  timely  and  orderly  development  of  these  roads. 

ROADS  AND  TRAILS  IN  NATIONAL  PARKS 

H.R.  12135  contains  provision  for  roads  and  trails  in  national  parks. 
The  sums  which  would  be  authorized  for  these  purposes  would  be 
$22  million  for  fiscal  year  1964  and  $25  million  for  fiscal  year  1965. 
These  sums  represent  an  increase  over  amounts  previously  authorized 
by  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1960  for  this  class  of  highway.  The 
1960  act  provided  the  sum  of  $18  million  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1962 
and  1963  for  national  park  roads  and  trails. 

PARKWAYS 

H.R.  12135  authorizes  the  sum  of  $16  million  for  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1964  and  1965  for  parkways  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Na¬ 
tional  Park  Service  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior.  This  represents 
an  increase  of  $2  million  for  each  of  these  years  over  sums  authorized 
for  fiscal  years  1962  and  1963  for  this  class  of  highway. 

INDIAN  RESERVATION  ROADS 

The  bill  authorizes  $16  million  for  fiscal  year  1964  and  $18  million 
for  fiscal  year  1965  for  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges.  For  these 
roads,  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1960  provided  $12  million  for  each 
of  the  fiscal  years  1962  and  1963. 
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PUBLIC  LANDS  HIGHWAYS 

H.R.  12135  authorizes  the  sum  of  $3  million  for  each  of  the  fiscal 
years  1964  and  1965  for  public  lands  highways,  the  same  amount  as 
authorized  by  the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  I960  for  fiscal  year  1963. 
These  amounts  are  considered  essential  to  meet  the  most  pressing  of 
the  numerous  requests  for  funds  to  improve  these  highways,  the  great 
majority  of  which  are  already  on  the  Federal-aid  highway  system. 

PUBLIC  DOMAIN  ROAD  FINANCING 

As  under  existing  law,  all  of  the  appropriations  for  the  so-called 
public  domain  roads  authorized  by  this  bill  will  be  made  from  the 
general  funds  of  the  Treasury. 

ASSISTANCE  FOR  DISPLACED  FAMILIES  AND  BUSINESSES 

Section  3  of  H.R.  12135  would  add  a  new  section  to  title  23,  United 
States  Code,  section  133,  entitled  “Relocation  Assistance.” 

It  provides  that  before  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  may  authorize 
the  acquisition  of  right-of-way  or  actual  construction  of  a  project, 
he  will  require  satisfactory  assurance  from  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  that  there  is  one  or  more  feasible  methods  to  aid  families  dis¬ 
placed  by  the  project  in  obtaining  replacement  housing.  Also,  it 
directs  the  Secretary  to  approve  as  part  of  the  cost  of  construction  of 
projects  payments  made  by  State  highway  departments  or  their 
agents  to  displaced  individuals,  families,  business  concerns  (including 
the  operation  of  a  farm)  and  nonprofit  organizations  for  their  reason¬ 
able  and  necessary  moving  expenses. 

The  section  leaves  it  to  each  State  to  determine  whether  or  not  to 
make  relocation  payments.  However,  where  a  State  highway  de¬ 
partment  or  local  public  agency,  acting  as  its  agent  for  the  purpose, 
makes  relocation  payments  to  eligible  persons,  Federal  aid  participa¬ 
tion  will  be  permitted  subject  to  rules  and  regulations  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary. 

In  the  case  of  an  individual  or  family  so  much  of  the  relocation 
payment  as  does  not  exceed  $200  shall  be  eligible  for  Federal  aid 
participation  although  the  Secretary  may  authorize  the  payment  of 
fixed  amounts  within  the  ceiling  in  lieu  of  actual  reasonable  and 
necessary  moving  expenses  (i.e.,  so  much  per  room,  etc.). 

In  the  case  of  a  business  concern  (including  the  operation  of  a  farm) 
or  a  nonprofit  organization,  so  much  of  the  relocation  payment  as 
does  not  exceed  $3,000  shall  be  eligible  for  Federal  aid  participation 
and  the  allowable  expenses  for  transportation  may  not  exceed  the  cost 
of  moving  50  miles. 

The  section  will  not  prevent  a  State  from  making  larger  payments, 
without  Federal  aid  participation  in  any  portion  of  a  payment 
exceeding  the  prescribed  limits. 

This  committee  has  given  extended  thought  to  the  matter  of 
relocation  assistance  for  persons  displaced  by  Federal-aid  highway 
construction. 

Last  year  in  his  message  to  the  Congress  on  the  Federal-aid  highway 
program  the  President  urged  the  enactment  of  legislation  to  meet  the 
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problem.  In  his  message  of  April  5,  1962,  relative  to  the  transportation 
system  of  this  Nation  he  said: 

Last  year  in  a  message  to  the  Congress  on  the  Federal- 
aid  highway  program,  I  called  attention  to  the  problems  of 
families  displaced  by  new  highway  construction  and  proposed 
that  the  Federal  highway  law  be  amended  to  require  assist¬ 
ance  to  such  families  in  finding  decent  housing  at  reasonable 
cost.  The  need  for  such  assistance  to  alleviate  unnecessary 
hardship  is  still  urgent.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  has 
estimated  that,  under  the  interstate  highway  program  alone, 
15,000  families  and  1,500  businesses  are  being  displaced 
each  year,  and  the  proposed  urban  mass  transportation 
program  will  further  increase  the  number  of  persons  affected. 

To  move  toward  equity  among  the  various  federally  as¬ 
sisted  programs  causing  displacement,  I  recommend  that 
assistance  and  requirements  similar  to  those  now  applicable 
to  the  urban  renewal  program  be  authorized  for  the  Federal- 
aid  highway  program  and  the  urban  mass  transportation 
program. 

In  a  recent  letter  expressing  appreciation  to  the  Housing  and  Home 
Finance  Administrator  and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  their 
“Joint  Report  on  Urban  Transportation,”  the  President  said: 

I  noted  particularly  that  you  concerned  yourselves  with 
the  human  as  well  as  the  technical  and  financial  considera¬ 
tions  involved.  Many  thousands  of  our  citizens,  as  your 
report  states,  must  unavoidably  surrender  their  homes  and 
places  of  business  to  make  way  for  public  transportation 
improvements.  We  should  not  expect  them  to  suffer  the 
heavy  personal  cost  of  such  public  benefits  without  due  rec¬ 
ompense  and  assistance.  Where  public  necessity  imposes 
such  sacrifices,  it  should  be  accompanied  by  public  concern 
for  the  people  displaced. 

The  committee  has  given  careful  consideration  to  these  recom¬ 
mendations  and  is  in  general  agreement  with  the  President’s  objectives. 

The  committee  recognized  the  importance  of  the  problem  several 
years  ago  in  recommending  amendment  of  the  Federal-aid  highway 
laws  to  permit  and  encourage  early  right-of-way  acquisition,  as  much 
as  7  years  in  advance  of  construction  (23  U.S.C.  108).  Unfortunately, 
many  State  highway  departments  have  not  availed  themselves  of  this 
provision  which  provides  an  effective  means  for  minimizing  relocation 
problems.  The  State  highway  departments  are  urged  to  make 
increased  use  of  this  provision. 

The  committee  believes  that  right-of-way  acquisition  should,  in 
any  event,  be  scheduled  at  least  6  months  or  possibly  a  year  or  more 
in  advance  of  clearing  the  right-of-way  so  that  wherever  possible 
persons  to  be  displaced  will  be  in  a  position  to  find  suitable  accom¬ 
modations  on  their  own  initiative.  Also,  effective  advisory  services 
should  be  made  available  for  all  displaced  persons  desiring  help  in 
their  relocation  problems.  And  especially  important,  the  effects  of 
displacement  on  families  and  businesses  and  on  established  neighbor¬ 
hoods  should  be  taken  into  full  account  in  making  location  decisions. 

The  administration’s  proposal  for  implementing  the  President’s 
recommendations  (sec.  3  of  H.R.  11199)  describes  rather  specific 
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standards  of  housing  for  displaced  families.  The  committee  is 
concerned  that  there  be  no  undue  delay  in  the  progress  of  the  highway 
program  and  for  this  reason  has  afforded  the  Secretary  desirable 
flexibility  in  determining,  under  varying  circumstances,  the  accepta¬ 
bility  of  a  State’s  plan  or  plans  for  handling  particular  relocation 
problems. 

This  section  of  the  bill  does  not  introduce  any  novel  concepts  or 
impose  any  unique  requirements  on  State  highway  departments. 
There  is  a  growing  body  of  State  legislative  and  judicial  authority 
and  other  informed  opinion  which  recognizes  the  desirability  of 
relocation  payments,  help  in  finding  replacement  housing  and  other 
assistance  for  persons  displaced  by  highway  construction.  For 
example,  the  California  Law  Revision  Commission,  after  extended 
study,  has  urged  legislation  to  authorize  relocation  payments  and  the 
chief  right-of-way  agent  of  the  California  Division  of  Highways,  in  a 
recent  address  at  the  annual  meeting  of  the  Highway  Research  Board, 
described  the  policy  of  his  State  concerning  the  displacement  problem 
as  follows : 

Although  procedural  requirements  have  varied  from  time 
to  time  since  1945,  the  basic  policy  regarding  the  relocation 
of  people  and  homes  was  enunciated  in  eaiiy  1946  by  the 
Governor  of  California.  It  is  still  strictly  followed.  This 
policy  is:  “No  tenant  in  a  residential  building  will  be  evicted 
unless  it  is  established  that  he  has  a  reasonably  comparable 
place  to  move,  even  if  it  is  necessary  to  delay  the  freeway 
construction  project.” 

The  committee  believes  that  this  section  is,  as  the  President  has  said, 
“a  move  toward  equity  among  the  various  federally  assisted  programs 
causing  displacement.” 

Congress  has  already  specifically  authorized  payment  of  removal 
expenses  in  connection  with  programs  of  the  Defense  and  Interior 
Departments  and  the  Urban  Renewal  Administration  of  the  HHFA. 

Some  months  ago  the  committee  established  a  Select  Subcommittee 
on  Real  Property  Acquisition  to  make  an  objective  and  comprehensive 
study  in  depth  of  the  broad  area  of  land  takings  for  Federal  and  feder¬ 
ally  assisted  programs,  and  the  adequacy  of  payments  to  affected 
property  owners  and  tenants.  The  committee  took  this  action  after 
receiving  information  from  Members  of  Congress  and  many  other 
sources  that  in  some  instances  property  owners  and  tenants  may  not 
be  adequately  paid  and  in  others  they  may  be  overpaid,  depending 
on  which  agency  acquires  the  property,  the  manner  of  acquisition, 
and  the  program  for  which  the  land  is  acquired.  The  stud}7'  is  well 
underway  and  the  problem  of  relocation  assistance  is  among  the 
serious  and  complex  questions  being  given  close  attention.  Experi¬ 
ence  gained  by  State  highway  departments  and  the  Department  of 
Commerce  with  the  provisions  of  this  section  during  the  next  year 
will  be  of  great  value  to  the  special  subcommittee,  and  the  committee 
is  confident  that  the  highway  departments  and  the  Department  of 
Commerce  will  cooperate  fully  with  the  subcommittee  in  providing 
needed  data. 

It  should  be  noted  that  since  1956  one  of  the  costs  of  construction 
of  a  highway  project  to  which  the  Federal  Government  has  contrib¬ 
uted  has  been  the  cost  of  relocation  of  public  utility  facilities  occupying 
public  rights-of-way.  It  would  seem  that  extension  of  the  principle 
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of  the  payment  of  costs  of  relocation  to  human  beings  displaced 
should  take  no  less  a  priority  in  the  public  interest  than  the  payment 
of  costs  of  utility  facility  relocation. 

The  section  it  is  believed  establishes  a  suitable  means  for  carrying 
out  the  general  objectives  of  the  administration  on  the  subject  of 
relocation  without  undue  interference  with  the  progress  of  the  essential 
highway  program. 

FEDERAL-AID  SECONDARY  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM 

Section  6  of  the  bill  amends  section  103  of  title  23,  United  States 
Code,  to  remove  the  limitation  now  existing  in  that  section  requiring 
that  only  urban  funds  may  be  used  for  certain  secondary  system 
extensions  within  urban  areas.  Under  this  provision,  a  State  may 
use  funds  apportioned  to  it  for  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system  on 
extensions  of  that  system  which  pass  through  an  urban  area  or  connect 
with  another  Federal-aid  system  within  such  area.  This  provision  is 
designed  to  allow  increased  flexibility  in  the  financing  of  Federal-aid 
highway  projects  in  urban  areas.  The  committee  has  been  advised 
that  this  provision  would  be  particularly  helpful  in  certain  States  that 
contain  many  individual  and  grouped  urban  areas  and  where,  in 
practice,  the  transfer  of  funds  from  primary  or  secondary  apportion¬ 
ments  to  the  class  of  urban  funds  for  the  purpose  of  improving  exten¬ 
sions  of  secondary  routes  within  urban  areas  has  not  been  achievable 
under  the  provisions  of  section  104(c)  of  title  23,  United  States  Code. 
This  provision  would  promote  an  integrated  system  of  improvements 
in  urban  areas,  particularly  in  those  areas  having  important  feeder 
routes  on  the  secondary  system  within  their  boundaries. 

TRANSPORTATION  PLANNING  IN  CERTAIN  URBAN  AREAS 

Section  7  of  the  bill  amends  title  23,  United  States  Code,  to  add  a 
new  section  declaring  that  the  encouragement  and  promotion  of  de¬ 
velopment  of  transportation  systems  embracing  various  modes  of 
transport,  in  a  manner  that  will  serve  the  States  and  local  communities 
efficiently  and  effectively,  are  in  the  national  interest.  The  Secretary 
of  Commerce  is  directed  to  cooperate  with  the  States  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  long-range  highway  plans  and  programs  coordinated  with 
plans  for  improvements  of  other  affected  forms  of  transportation. 
This  provision  is  applicable  to  urban  areas  of  more  than  50,000  popu¬ 
lation.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  not  approve  any  program 
after  July  1,  1965,  for  projects  in  any  urban  area  of  more  than  50,000 
population  unless  he  finds  that  such  projects  are  based  on  a  continuing 
comprehensive  transportation  planning  process  carried  on  coopera¬ 
tively  by  States  and  localities. 

The  committee  is  very  much  aware  of  the  transportation  problems 
of  urban  areas  particularly  as  they  relate  to  highways  and  feels  that 
the  Federal-aid  highway  legislation  should  contain  a  provision  desig¬ 
nating  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  as  the  individual  responsible  for 
assuring  that  highway  plans  and  programs  in  larger  urban  areas  will 
be  coordinated  with  plans  for  improvement  in  other  affected  forms  of 
transportation. 

This  section  would  encourage  transportation  planning  and  improve 
the  quality  of  urban  planning  generally.  It  would  not  delay  the 
current  Federal-aid  highway  program,  inasmuch  as  reasonable  time 


FEDERAL- AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  19  62  13 

would  be  allowed  for  the  States  and  local  communities  to  establish  the 
continuing  planning  process  that  would  be  required. 

The  committee  recognizes  that  transportation  planning  is  almost 
invariably  a  continuing  process ;  hence,  this  section  has  been  drawn  in 
such  way  as  to  make  it  clear  that  a  completed  comprehensive  plan,  as 
such,  is  not  necessary  to  meet  its  requirements.  The  Secretary  may 
make  the  required  finding,  therefore,  based  on  a  continuing  transporta¬ 
tion  planning  process  which  conforms  with  the  stated  objectives  of 
this  section. 

The  cooperative  working  arrangements  undertaken  by  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  of  the  Department  of  Commerce  with  the  State  highway 
departments  in  the  area  of  transportation  planning  will  permit  the 
Federal  guidance  and  leadership  necessary  to  achieve  the  objective  of 
sound  and  uniform  transportation  planning  in  these  urban  areas. 

RURAL  DELIVERY  AND  STAR  ROUTE  MILEAGE 

Section  8  of  PI.R.  12135  amends  section  104  of  title  23,  United 
States  Code,  to  provide  that  the  Postmaster  General  shall  certify  the 
mileage  of  rural  delivery  and  star  routes  in  each  State  for  the  purposes 
of  determining  apportionments  for  the  Federal-aid  primary  and 
secondary  systems  on  a  calendar  year  rather  than  a  fiscal  year  basis. 
This  amendment  is  largely  technical  in  nature  and  would  assure  that 
appropriate  mileage  data  are  available  sufficiently  in  advance  to 
enable  timely  apportionment  of  Federal-aid  funds  to  the  States. 

HIGHWAY  PLANNING  AND  RESEARCH  FUNDS 

Section  307  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  section  9 
of  H.R.  12135,  as  amended  by  the  committee,  to  require  that  the 
\}{  percent  of  apportioned  Federal-aid  A  BC  and  interstate  funds 
which  the  States  may  now  use  for  highway  planning  and  research 
shall  be  used  only  for  these  purposes  commencing  with  the  apportion¬ 
ment,  for  the  fiscal  year  1964.  In  addition,  a  State,  if  it  so  desires, 
may  use  an  additional  one-half  of  1  percent  of  its  A-B-C  apportion¬ 
ment  for  highway  planning  and  research  purposes.  All  amounts 
available  and  used  for  highway  planning  and  research  purposes  would 
be  required  to  be  matched  by  the  States  unless  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  determines  that  the  interest  of  the  Federal-aid  highway 
program  would  be  best  served  without  matching. 

The  existing  law  with  respect  to  1  %  percent  of  the  apportionments 
now  available  to  the  State  for  highway  planning  and  research  will 
continue  to  apply  to  funds  apportioned  for  fiscal  years  prior  to  the 
fiscal  year  1964. 

Section  9  of  H.R.  12135,  as  introduced,  would  have  permitted  l){ 
percent  funds,  not  used  for  highway  planning  and  research  within 
the  usual  period  of  availability,  to  have  been  used  b}7  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  for  these  purposes.  Under  the  committee’s  ainendn  eat 
to  section  9,  any  of  the  1%  percent  funds,  beginning  with  the  apportion¬ 
ment  for  the  fiscal  year  1964,  not  used  for  highway  planning  and 
research  within  the  usual  period  of  availability,  would  lapse.  The 
committee  feels  that  highway  planning  and  research  activities  con¬ 
ducted  directly  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  should  be  expanded  in 
proportion  to  the  increased  highway  planning  and  research  activities 
by  the  State  highway  departments  and  should  be  financed  from  sums 
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made  available  to  him  for  administration  and  research  under  section 
104(a)  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  under  the  normal  budgetary- 
processes  which  have  been  followed  in  the  past.  Under  this  amend¬ 
ment,  the  existing  method  of  financing  such  activities  at  the  Federal 
level  would  be  continued. 

The  additional  one-half  of  1  percent,  if  not  used  for  highway  plan¬ 
ning  and  research  purposes,  would  be  available  for  use  for  construction 
purposes,  subject  to  the  usual  lapse  provisions  of  section  118  of  title 
23,  United  States  Code. 

The  committee  holds  the  view  that  this  provision  is  necessary  in 
order  to  stimulate  additional  needed  highway  planning  and  research 
activities  in  the  Federal-State  cooperative  area.  Testimony  has  been 
received  as  to  the  need  for  increased  highway  planning  and  research 
activities,  and  it  is  felt  that  this  provision  of  the  bill  meets  this  need 
by  expanding  the  dollar  volume  of  highway  planning  and  research 
activities  undertaken  by  or  through  the  State  highway  departments 
with  the  aid  of  Federal  funds. 

president's  message  on  transportation 

On  April  5,  1962,  the  President  conveyed  to  the  Congress  his  message 
on  the  transportation  system  of  our  Nation.  This  message  contained 
several  important  recommendations  as  to  the  role  of  highways  in  our 
transportation  system  and  for  legislation  on  this  subject.  On  April  6, 
1962,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  submitted  to  the  Congress  a  draft 
of  proposed  legislation  to  implement  the  recommendations  of  the 
President  concerning  Federal-aid  legislation.  One  of  these  recom¬ 
mendations  has  already  been  discussed,  that  relating  to  relocation 
assistance  to  families  and  payments  to  those  displaced  by  Federal-aid 
highway  construction.  Others  included  material  covered  under  sec¬ 
tions  6,  7,  and  9  of  H.R.  12135  relating,  respectively,  to  the  use  of 
secondary  highway  funds  on  urban  extensions  of  the  secondary  sys¬ 
tem,  transportation  planning  in  urban  areas  and  highway  planning 
and  research.  The  committee  feels  that  H.R.  12135  meets  the  objec¬ 
tives  of  the  recommendations  set  forth  in  the  President's  message  on 
transportation  as  they  relate  to  Federal-aid  highways. 

SECTION-BY-SECTION  ANALYSIS 

Section  1.  Short  title 

This  act  may  be  cited  as  the  "Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962.” 
Section  2.  Authorizations 

This  section  provides  for  authorizations  for  projects  on  the  Federal- 
aid  primary  system,  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system,  and  extensions 
of  these  systems  within  urban  areas  in  the  amounts  of  $950  million  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $975  million  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1965. 
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The  following  sums  would  be  authorized  for  the  fiscal  years  1964 
and  1965  for  the  following  Federal  domain  roads: 


1964 

1965 

Forest  highways _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 

$33, 000, 000 
70, 000, 000 
2, 000, 000 
22, 000, 000 
16, 000, 000 
16,  000.  000 
3, 000, 000 

$33, 000, 000 
85, 000, 000 
4, 000, 000 
25,  000, 000 
16, 000, 000 
18, 000, 000 
3, 000, 000 

Forest  development  roads  and  trails  (additional  $10,000,000  for  1963) _ 

Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails _  _ _ _ _ 

Park  roads  and  trails _ 

Parkways _ 

Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges _ _ _ 

Public  lands  highways _ ...  _ 

Section  3.  Assistance  for  displaced  families  and  businesses 

This  section  adds  a  new  section  to  title  23,  United  States  Code, 
section  133,  entitled  "Relocation  Assistance.”  It  defines  as  an 
"eligible  person”  any  individual,  family,  business  concern  (including 
the  operation  of  a  farm) ,  and  nonprofit  organizations  to  be  displaced 
by  construction  of  a  Federal-aid  project. 

State  highway  departments  would  be  required  by  the  Secretary, 
prior  to  his  approval  of  any  project  for  right-of-way  acquisition  or 
actual  construction,  to  give  satisfactory  assurance  that  there  exists 
one  or  more  feasible  methods  (including  relocation  advisory  assistance) 
for  the  relocation  of  families  displaced  by  acquisition  or  clearance  of 
rights-of-way. 

Relocation  payments  made  by  a  State  to  eligible  persons  for  their 
reasonable  and  necessary  moving  expenses  caused  by  their  displace¬ 
ment  would  be  approved  by  the  Secretary  as  a  part  of  the  cost  of 
construction  of  a  project.  A  State  would  not  be  required  to  make 
such  payments  where  not  authorized  by  State  law.  Such  relocation 
payments  would  be  subject  to  rules  and  regulations  to  be  prescribed 
by  the  Secretary  and  would  not  exceed  $200  in  the  case  of  an  individual 
or  family,  or  $3,000  in  the  case  of  a  business  concern  or  a  nonprofit 
organization.  In  the  latter  case,  relocation  payments  would  not 
exceed  the  cost  of  moving  50  miles  from  the  point  of  displacement. 
This  new  section  133  would  apply  only  to  projects  approved  under 
section  106  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  such  section  133. 

Section  J+.  Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails 

This  section  amends  section  101  of  title  23,  United  States  Code, 
and  adds  a  new  section  numbered  214,  to  establish  a  new  program  of 
public  lands  development  roads  and  trails  for  the  development,  pro¬ 
tection,  administration,  and  utilization  of  lands  and  resources  admin¬ 
istered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  in  the  Department  of 
the  Interior. 

Section  5.  Availability  of  funds — Other  highways 

This  section  consists  of  technical  amendments  required  by  the  new 
program  of  public  land  development  roads  and  trails  established  by 
section  4  of  the  bill. 

Section  6.  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system — Urban  areas 

This  section  amends  section  103  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  to 
permit  the  use  of  Federal-aid  secondary  funds  in  urban  areas  on 
extensions  of  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system  which  pass  through 
the  urban  area  or  connect  with  another  Federal-aid  system  within 
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the  urban  area.  The  limitation  in  existing  law,  which  requires  that 
urban  funds  be  used  for  certain  secondary  system  extensions  in  urban 
areas,  would  be  removed. 

Section  7.  Transportation  planning  in  certain  urban  areas 

This  section  amends  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  to  add  a 
new  section,  numbered  134.  This  new  section  would  declare  that  the 
encouragement  and  promotion  of  the  development  of  transportation 
systems  embracing  various  modes  of  transport,  in  a  manner  that  will 
serve  the  States  and  local  communities  efficiently  and  effectively,  are 
in  the  national  interest. 

The  Secretary  would  be  directed  to  cooperate  with  the  States  in  the 
development  of  long-range  highway  plans  and  programs  coordinated 
with  plans  for  improvements  in  other  affected  forms  of  transportation, 
which  are  formulated  with  consideration  to  their  probable  effect  on 
the  development  of  urban  areas  of  more  than  50,000  in  population. 
The  Secretary  shall  not  approve  any  program  after  July  1,  1965,  for 
projects  in  any  such  area  unless  he  finds  that  such  projects  are  based 
on  a  continuing  comprehensive  transportation  planning  process  carried  I 
on  cooperatively  by  States  and  localities  in  conformance  with  the 
objectives  of  the  section. 

Section  8.  Rural  delivery  and  star  route  mileage 

This  section  amends  section  104  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  to 
provide  that  the  Postmaster  General  shall  certify  rural  delivery  and 
star  route  mileage  in  each  State  for  purposes  of  determining  apportion¬ 
ments  for  the  Federal  primary  and  secondary  systems  on  a  calendar 
year  rather  than  a  fiscal  year  basis.  This  amendment  would  assure 
that  more  up-to-date  mileage  data  is  available  for  use  in  making  the 
apportionment  of  Federal-aid  funds  to  the  States. 

Section  9.  Highway  planning  and  research  funds 

This  section  amends  section  307  of  title  23,  United  States  Code.  As 
a  result  of  these  amendments  the  existing  law  with  respect  to  the  1  ]{ 
percent  of  the  apportionments  now  available  to  the  States  for  highway 
planning  and  research  purposes  will  continue  unchanged  until  the 
apportionments  for  the  fiscal  year  1964. 

Beginning  with  the  apportionment  for  the  fiscal  year  1964,  1 % 
percent  of  a  State's  total  apportionment  can  be  used  only  for  highway  | 
planning  and  research  purposes. 

Beginning  with  the  apportionment  for  the  fiscal  year  1964,  if  a  State 
so  desires,  it  can  use  an  additional  one-half  of  1  percent  of  its  A-B-C 
apportionment  for  highway  planning  and  research  purposes. 

All  amounts  available  for  highway  planning  and  research  purposes 
would  be  required  to  be  matched  by  the  States  unless  the  Secretary 
determines  that  the  interests  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  program 
would  be  best  served  without  matching. 

As  a  result  of  the  proposed  committee  amendment,  with  respect  to 
the  apportionments  for  fiscal  years  beginning  with  1964,  the  1% 
percent  available  to  the  States  only  for  highway  planning  and  research 
purposes  which  is  not  used  for  those  purposes  within  the  usual  period 
of  availability  will  lapse  as  provided  under  title  23,  United  States 
Code,  section  118.  The  additional  one-half  of  1  percent  if  not  used 
for  highway  planning  and  research  purposes  would  be  available  for 
use  for  construction  purposes,  subject  to  the  usual  lapse  provisions  of 
said  section  118. 
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Section  10.  Definitions 

This  section  relates  the  definitions  found  in  section  101  of  title  23, 
United  States  Code,  to  certain  terms  used  in  section  2  of  H.R.  12135. 

Changes  in  Existing  Law  Made  by  the  Bill,  as  Reported 

In  compliance  with  clause  3  of  rule  XIII  of  the  Rules  of  the  House 
of  Representatives,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill,  as 
reported,  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted  is 
enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italics,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman): 

TITLE  23  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  CODE 

TITLE  23— HIGHWAYS 


Chapter  Sec. 

1.  Federal  Aid  Highways _  101 

2.  Other  Highways _ 201 

3.  General  Provisions _ 301 


CHAPTER  1— FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAYS 

Sec. 

101.  Definitions  and  declaration  of  policy. 

102.  Authorizations. 

103.  Federal-aid  systems. 

104.  Apportionment. 

105.  Programs. 

106.  Plans,  specifications,  and  estimates. 

107.  Acquisition  of  rights-of-way — Interstate  System. 

108.  Advance  acquisition  of  rights-of-way. 

109.  Standards. 

110.  Project  agreements. 

111.  Use  of  and  access  to  rights-of-way — Interstate  System. 

112.  Letting  of  contracts. 

113.  Prevailing  rate  of  wage — Interstate  System. 

114.  Construction. 

115.  Construction  by  States  in  advance  of  apportionment — Interstate  System. 

116.  Maintenance. 

117.  Secondary  road  responsibility. 

118.  Availability  of  sums  apportioned. 

119.  Administration  of  Federal-aid  for  highways  in  Alaska. 1 

120.  Federal  share  payable. 

121.  Payment  to  States  for  construction. 

122.  Payment  to  States  for  bond  retirement. 

123.  Relocation  of  utility  facilities. 

124.  Advances  to  States. 

125.  Emergency  relief. 

126.  Diversion. 

127.  Vehicle  weight  and  width  limitations — Interstate  System. 

128.  Public  hearings. 

129.  Toll  roads,  bridges,  tunnels,  and  ferries. 

130.  Railway-highway  crossings. 

131.  Areas  adjacent  to  the  Interstate  System. 

132.  Payments  on  Federal-aid  projects  undertaken  by  a  Federal  agency. 

133.  Relocation  assistance. 

134.  Transportation  planning  in  certain  urban  areas. 

§101.  Definitions  and  declaration  of  policy 

(a)  As  used  in  this  title,  unless  the  context  requires  otherwise — 
The  term  “apportionment”  in  accordance  with  section  104  of  this 
title  includes  unexpended  apportionments  made  under  prior  acts. 


1  Sec.  119  repealed  (Public  Law  86-70). 
H.  Rept.  1948,  87-2 - 3 
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The  term  “construction”  means  the  supervising,  inspecting,  actual 
building,  and  all  expenses  incidental  to  the  construction  or  recon¬ 
struction  of  a  highway,  including  locating,  surveying,  and  mapping 
(including  the  establishment  of  temporary  and  permanent  geodetic 
markers  in  accordance  with  specifications  of  the  Coast  and  Geodetic 
Survey  in  the  Department  of  Commerce),  costs  of  rights-of-way,  and 
elimination  of  hazards  of  railway-grade  crossings. 

The  term  “county”  includes  corresponding  units  of  government 
under  any  other  name  in  States  which  do  not  have  county  organiza¬ 
tions,  and  likewise  in  those  States  in  which  the  county  government 
does  not  have  jurisdiction  over  highways  it  may  be  construed  to  mean 
any  local  government  unit  vested  with  jurisdiction  over  local  high¬ 
ways. 

The  term  “forest  road  or  trail”  means  a  road  or  trail  wholly  or 
partly  within  or  adjacent  to  and  serving  the  national  forests. 

The  term  “forest  development  roads  and  trails”  means  those 
forest  roads  or  trails  of  primary  importance  for  the  protection,  ad¬ 
ministration,  and  utilization  of  the  national  forests,  or  where  neces¬ 
sary,  for  the  use  and  development  of  the  resources  upon  which  com¬ 
munities  within  or  adjacent  to  the  national  forests  are  dependent. 

The  term  “forest  highway”  means  a  forest  road  which  is  of  primary 
importance  to  the  States,  counties,  or  communities  within,  adjoining, 
or  adjacent  to  the  national  forests. 

The  term  “highway”  includes  roads,  streets,  and  parkways,  and 
also  includes  rights-of-way,  bridges,  railroad-highway  crossings, 
tunnels,  drainage  structures,  signs,  guardrails,  and  protective  struc¬ 
tures,  in  connection  with  highways.  It  further  includes  that  portion 
of  any  interstate  or  international  bridge  or  tunnel  and  the  approaches 
thereto,  the  cost  of  which  is  assumed  by  a  State  highway  department 
including  such  facilities  as  may  be  required  by  the  United  States  Cus¬ 
toms  and  Immigration  Services  in  connection  with  the  operation  of 
an  international  bridge  or  tunnel. 

The  term  “Federal-aid  highways”  means  highways  located  on  one 
of  the  Federal-aid  systems  described  in  section  103  of  this  title. 

The  term  “Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges”  means  roads 
and  bridges  that  are  located  within  an  Indian  reservation  or  that  pro¬ 
vide  access  to  an  Indian  reservation  or  Indian  land,  and  that  are 
jointly  designated  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Secretary 
as  a  part  of  the  Indian  Bureau  road  system. 

The  term  “maintenance”  means  the  preservation  of  the  entire 
highway,  including  surface,  shoulders,  roadsides,  structures,  and  such 
traffic-control  devices  as  are  necessary  for  its  safe  and  efficient 
utilization. 

The  term  “park  roads  and  trails”  means  those  roads  or  trails, 
including  the  necessary  bridges,  located  in  national  parks  or  monu¬ 
ments,  now  or  hereafter  established,  or  in  other  areas  administered 
by  the  National  Park  Service  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  (ex¬ 
cluding  parkways  authorized  by  Acts  of  Congress)  and  also  including 
approach  roads  to  national  parks  or  monuments  authorized  by  the 
Act  of  January  31,  1931  (46  Stat.  1053),  as  amended. 

The  term  “parkway”  as  used  in  chapter  2  of  this  title,  means  a 
parkway  authorized  by  an  Act  of  Congress  on  lands  to  which  title 
is  vested  in  the  United  States. 
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The  term  “project”  means  an  undertaking  to  construct  a  particular 
portion  of  a  highway,  or  if  the  context  so  implies,  the  particular 
portion  of  a  highway  so  constructed. 

The  term  “project  agreement”  means  the  formal  instrument  to 
be  executed  by  the  State  highway  department  and  the  Secretary  as 
required  by  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  of  section  1 10  of  this  title. 

The  term  “ public  lands  development  roads  and  trails”  means  those 
roads  or  trails  which  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  determines  are  of 
primary  importance  for  the  development,  protection,  administration,  and 
utilization  of  public  lands  and  resources  under  his  control. 

The  term  “public  lands  highways”  means  main  highways  through 
unappropriated  or  unreserved  public  lands,  nontaxable  Indian  lands, 
or  other  Federal  reservations. 

The  term  “rural  areas”  means  all  areas  of  a  State  not  included  in 
urban  areas. 

The  term  “Secretary”  means  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

The  term  “State”  means  any  one  of  the  fifty  States,  the  District  of 
Columbia,  or  Puerto  Rico. 

The  term  “State  funds”  includes  funds  raised  under  the  authority 
of  the  State  or  any  political  or  other  subdivision  thereof,  and  made 
available  for  expenditure  under  the  direct  control  of  the  State  highway 
department. 

The  term  “State  highway  department”  means  that  department, 
commission,  board,  or  official  of  any  State  charged  by  its  laws  with 
the  responsibility  for  highway  construction. 

The  term  “Federal-aid  system”  means  any  one  of  the  Federal-aid 
highway  systems  described  in  section  103  of  this  title. 

The  term  “Federal-aid  primary  system”  means  the  Federal-aid 
highway  system  described  in  subsection  (b)  of  section  103  of  this  title. 

The  term  “Federal-aid  secondary  system”  means  the  Federal-aid 
highway  system  described  in  subsection  (c)  of  section  103  of  this  title. 

The  term  “Interstate  System”  means  the  National  System  of 
Interstate  and  Defense  Highways  described  in  subsection  (d)  of  section 
103  of  this  title. 

The  term  “urban  area”  means  an  area  including  and  adjacent  to  a 
municipality  or  other  urban  place  having  a  population  of  five  thousand 
or  more,  as  determined  by  the  latest  available  Federal  census,  within 
boundaries  to  be  fixed  by  a  State  highway  department  subject  to  the 
approval  of  the  Secretary. 

(b)  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  in  the  national  interest  to  accelerate 
the  construction  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  systems,  including  the 
National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways,  since  many  of 
such  highways,  or  portions  thereof,  are  in  fact  inadequate  to  meet 
the  needs  of  local  and  interstate  commerce,  for  the  national  and  civil 
defense. 

It  is  hereby  declared  that  the  prompt  and  early  completion  of  the 
National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways  so  named  be¬ 
cause  of  its  primary  importance  to  the  national  defense  and  hereafter 
referred  to  as  the  “Interstate  System”,  is  essential  to  the  national 
interest  and  is  one  of  the  most  important  objectives  of  this  Act.  It 
is  the  intent  of  Congress  that  the  Interstate  System  be  completed  as 
nearly  as  practicable  over  the  period  of  availability  of  the  thirteen 
years'  appropriations  authorized  for  the  purpose  of  expediting  its  con¬ 
struction,  reconstruction,  or  improvement,  inclusive  of  necessary  tun¬ 
nels  and  bridges,  through  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  under 
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section  108(b)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  (70  Stat.  374), 
and  that  the  entire  System  in  all  States  be  brought  to  simultaneous 
completion.  Insofar  as  possible  in  consonance  with  this  objective, 
existing  highways  located  on  an  interstate  route  shall  be  used  to  the 
extent  that  such  use  is  practicable,  suitable,  and  feasible,  it  being  the 
intent  that  local  needs,  to  the  extent  practicable,  suitable,  and  feasible, 
shall  be  given  equal  consideration  with  the  needs  of  interstate  com¬ 
merce. 

§  102.  Authorizations 

The  provisions  of  this  title  apply  to  all  unappropriated  authoriza¬ 
tions  contained  in  prior  Acts,  and  also  to  all  unexpended  appropria¬ 
tions  heretofore  made,  providing  for  the  expenditure  of  Federal  funds 
upon  the  Federal-aid  systems.  All  such  authorizations  and  appropri¬ 
ations  shall  continue  in  full  force  and  effect,  but  hereafter  obligations 
entered  into  and  expenditures  made  pursuant  thereto  shall  be  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  this  title. 

§  103.  Federal-aid  systems 

(a)  For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  the  three  Federal-aid  systems, 
the  primary  and  secondary  systems,  and  the  Interstate  System,  are 
continued  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

(b)  The  Federal-aid  primary  system  shall  consist  of  an  adequate 
system  of  connected  main  highways,  selected  or  designated  by  each 
State  through  its  State  highway  department,  subject  to  the  approval 
of  the  Secretary  as  provided  by  subsection  (e)  of  this  section.  This 
system  shall  not  exceed  7  per  centum  of  the  total  highway  mileage  of 
such  State,  exclusive  of  mileage  within  national  forests,  Indian,  or 
other  Federal  reservations  and  within  urban  areas,  as  shown  by  the 
records  of  the  State  highway  department  on  November  9,  1921. 
Whenever  provision  has  been  made  by  any  State  for  the  completion 
and  maintenance  of  90  per  centum  of  its  Federal-aid  primary  system, 
as  originally  designated,  said  State  through  its  State  highway  de¬ 
partment  by  and  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  is  authorized 
to  increase  the  mileage  of  its  Federal-aid  primary  system  by  additional 
mileage  equal  to  not  more  than  1  per  centum  of  the  total  mileage  of 
said  State  as  shown  by  the  records  on  November  9,  1921.  Thereafter, 
it  may  make  like  1  per  centum  increases  in  the  mileage  of  its  Federal- 
aid  primary  system  whenever  provision  has  been  made  for  the  com¬ 
pletion  and  maintenance  of  90  per  centum  of  the  entire  system,  includ¬ 
ing  the  additional  mileage  previously  authorized.  This  system  may 
be  located  both  in  rural  and  urban  areas.  The  mileage  limitations  in 
this  paragraph  shall  not  apply  to  the  District  of  Columbia,  Hawaii, 
Alaska,  or  Puerto  Rico. 

(c)  The  Federal-aid  secondary  system  shall  be  selected  by  the  State 
highway  departments  and  the  appropriate  local  road  officials  in  co¬ 
operation  with  each  other,  subject  to  approval  by  the  Secretary  as 
provided  in  subsection  (e)  of  this  section.  In  making  such  selections, 
farm-to-market  roads,  rural  mail  routes,  public  school  bus  routes,  local 
rural  roads,  county  roads,  township  roads,  and  roads  of  the  county 
road  class  may  be  included,  so  long  as  they  are  not  on  the  Federal-aid 
primary  system  or  the  Interstate  System.  [This  system  shall  be 
confined  to  rural  areas,  except  (1)  that  in  any  State  having  a  popula¬ 
tion  density  of  more  than  two  hundred  per  square  mile  as  shown  by  the 
latest  available  Federal  census,  the  system  may  include  mileage  in 
urban  areas  as  well  as  rural,  and  (2)  that  the  system  may  be  extended 
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into  urban  areas  subject  to  the  conditions  that  any  such  extension 
passes  through  the  urban  area  or  connects  with  another  Federal-aid 
system  within  the  urban  area,  and  that  Federal  participation  in 
projects  on  such  extensions  is  limited  to  urban  funds.]  This  system 
may  be  located  both  in  rural  and  urban  areas,  but  any  extension  of  the 
system  into  urban  areas  shall  be  subject  to  the  condition  that  such  extension 
pass  through  the  urban  area  or  connect  with  another  Federal-aid  system 
within  the  urban  area. 

(d)  The  Interstate  System  shall  be  designated  within  the  United 
States,  including  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  it  shall  not  exceed 
forty-one  thousand  miles  in  total  extent.  It  shall  be  so  located  as  to 
connect  by  routes,  as  direct  as  practicable,  the  principal  metropolitan 
areas,  cities,  and  industrial  centers,  to  serve  the  national  defense  and 
to  the  greatest  extent  possible,  to  connect  at  suitable  border  points 
with  routes  of  continental  importance  in  the  Dominion  of  Canada  and 
the  Republic  of  Mexico.  The  routes  of  this  system,  to  the  greatest 
extent  possible,  shall  be  selected  by  joint  action  of  the  State  highway 
departments  of  each  State  and  the  adjoining  States,  subject  to  the 
approval  by  the  Secretary  as  provided  in  subsection  (e)  of  this  section. 
All  highways  or  routes  included  in  the  Interstate  System  as  finally 
approved,  if  not  already  coincident  with  the  primary  system,  shall  be 
added  to  said  system  without  regard  to  the  mileage  limitation  set 
forth  in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section.  This  system  may  be  located 
both  in  rural  and  urban  areas. 

(e)  The  Secretary  shall  have  authority  to  approve  in  whole  or  in 
part  the  Federal-aid  primary  system,  the  Federal-aid  secondary 
system,  and  the  Interstate  System,  as  and  when  such  systems  or 
portions  thereof  are  designated,  or  to  require  modifications  or  revisions 
thereof.  No  Federal-aid  system  or  portion  thereof  shall  be  eligible  for 
projects  in  which  Federal  funds  participate  until  approved  by  the 
Secretary. 

§  104.  Apportionment 

(a)  Whenever  an  apportionment  is  made  of  the  sums  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  expenditure  upon  the  Federal-aid  systems,  the 
Secretary  shall  deduct  a  sum,  in  such  amount  not  to  exceed  3%  per 
centum  of  all  sums  so  authorized,  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  necessary 
for  administering  the  provisions  of  law  to  be  financed  from  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Federal-aid  systems  and  for  carrying  on  the  research 
authorized  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  section  307  of  this  title. 
In  making  such  determination,  the  Secretary  shall  take  into  account 
the  unexpended  balance  of  any  sums  deducted  for  such  purposes  in 
prior  years.  The  sum  so  deducted  shall  be  available  for  expenditure 
from  the  unexpended  balance  of  any  appropriation  made  at  any  time 
for  expenditure  upon  the  Federal-aid  systems,  until  such  sum  has 
been  expended. 

(b)  On  or  before  January  1  next  preceding  the  commencement  of 
each  fiscal  year,  except  as  provided  in  paragraphs  (4)  and  (5)  of  this 
subsection,  the  Secretary,  after  making  the  deduction  authorized  by 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  shall  apportion  the  remainder  of  the 
sums  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  expenditure  upon  the  Federal- 
aid  systems  for  that  fiscal  year,  among  the  several  States  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  manner: 
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(1)  For  the  Federal-aid  primary  system: 

One-tliird  in  the  ratio  which  the  area  of  each  State  bears  to 
the  total  area  of  all  the  States;  one-third  in  the  ratio  which  the 
population  of  each  State  bears  to  the  total  population  of  all  the 
States  as  shown  by  the  latest  available  Federal  census;  one-third 
in  the  ratio  which  the  mileage  of  rural  delivery  routes  and  star 
routes  in  each  State  bears  to  the  total  mileage  of  rural  delivery 
and  star  routes  in  all  the  States  at  the  close  of  the  next  preceding 
[fiscal}  calendar  year,  as  shown  by  a  certificate  of  the  Postmaster 
General,  which  he  is  directed  to  make  and  furnish  annually  to  the 
Secretary.  No  State  shall  receive  less  than  one-half  of  1  per 
centum  of  each  year’s  apportionment. 

(2)  For  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system: 

One-third  in  the  ratio  which  the  area  of  each  State  bears  to 
the  total  area  of  all  the  States;  one-third  in  the  ratio  which 
the  rural  population  of  each  State  bears  to  the  total  rural  popu¬ 
lation  of  all  the  States  as  shown  by  the  latest  available  Federal 
census;  and  one-third  in  the  ratio  which  the  mileage  of  rural 
delivery  and  star  routes,  certified  as  above  provided,  in  each  State 
bears  to  the  total  mileage  of  rural  delivery  and  star  routes  in 
all  the  States.  No  State  shall  receive  less  than  one-Iialf  of  1 
per  centum  of  each  year’s  apportionment. 

(3)  For  extensions  of  the  Federal-aid  primary  and  Federal-aid 
secondary  systems  within  urban  areas: 

In  the  ratio  which  the  population  in  municipalities  and  other 
urban  places,  of  five  thousand  or  more,  in  each  State  bears  to 
the  total  population  in  municipalities  and  other  urban  places  of 
five  thousand  or  more  in  all  the  States,  as  shown  by  the  latest 
available  Federal  census.  For  the  purpose  of  this  paragraph, 
Connecticut  and  Vermont  towns  shall  be  considered  municipali¬ 
ties  regardless  of  their  incorporated  status. 

(4)  For  the  Interstate  System,  for  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30, 
1957,  June  30,  1958,  and  June  30,  1959: 

One-half  in  the  ratio  which  the  population  of  each  State  bears 
to  the  total  population  of  all  the  States  as  shown  by  the  latest 
available  Federal  census,  except  that  no  States  shall  receive  less 
than  three-fourths  of  1  per  centum  of  the  funds  so  apportioned; 
and  one-half  in  the  manner  provided  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection.  The  sums  authorized  by  section  108(b)  of  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  for  the  fiscal  years  ending 
June  30,  1958,  and  June  30,  1959,  shall  be  apportioned  on  a  date 
not  less  than  six  months  and  not  more  than  twelve  months  in 
advance  of  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  authorized. 

(5)  For  the  Interstate  System  for  the  fiscal  years  1960  through 
1969: 

In  the  ratio  which  the  estimated  cost  of  completing  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  hi  each  State,  as  determined  and  approved  in  the 
manner  provided  in  this  paragraph,  bears  to  the  sum  of  the 
estimated  cost  of  completing  the  Interstate  System  in  all  of  the 
States.  Each  apportionment  herein  authorized  for  the  fiscal  years 
1960  through  1969,  inclusive,  shall  be  made  on  a  date  as  far  in 
advance  of  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  authorized 
as  practicable  but  in  no  case  more  than  eighteen  months  prior  to 
the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  authorized.  As  soon  as 
the  standards  provided  for  in  subsection  (b)  of  section  109  of 
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this  title  have  been  adopted,  the  Secretary,  in  cooperation  with 
the  State  highway  departments,  shall  make  a  detailed  estimate 
of  the  cost  of  completing  the  Interstate  System  as  then  desig¬ 
nated,  after  taking  into  account  all  previous  apportionments  made 
under  this  section,  based  upon  such  standards  and  in  accordance 
■with  rules  and  regulations  adopted  by  him  and  applied  uniformly 
to  all  of  the  States.  The  Secretary  shall  transmit  such  estimates 
to  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives  within  ten  days 
subsequent  to  January  2,  1958.  Upon  approval  of  such  estimate 
by  the  Congress  by  concurrent  resolution,  the  Secretary  shall  use 
such  approved  estimate  in  making  apportionments  for  the  fiscal 
years  ending  June  30,  1960,  June  30,  1961,  and  June  30,  1962. 
The  Secretary  shall  make  a  revised  estimate  of  the  cost  of  com¬ 
pleting  the  then  designated  Interstate  System,  after  taking  into 
account  all  previous  apportionments  made  under  this  section,  in 
the  same  manner  as  stated  above,  and  transmit  the  same  to  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives  within  ten  days  sub¬ 
sequent  to  January  2,  1962.  Upon  approval  of  such  estimate  by 
the  Congress  by  concurrent  resolution,  the  Secretary  shall  use 
such  approved  estimate  in  making  apportionments  for  the  fiscal 
years  ending  June  30,  1963,  June  30,  1964,  June  30,  1965,  and 
June  30,  1966.  The  Secretary  shall  make  a  revised  estimate  of 
the  cost  of  completing  the  then  designated  Interstate  System, 
after  taking  into  account  all  previous  apportionments  made  under 
this  section,  in  the  same  manner  as  stated  above,  and  transmit 
the  same  to  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives  within 
ten  days  subsequent  to  January  2,  1966,  and  annually  thereafter 
through  and  including  January  2,  1968.  Upon  approval  of  any 
such  estimate  by  the  Congress  by  concurrent  resolution,  the 
Secretary  shall  use  such  approved  estimate  in  making  apportion¬ 
ments  for  the  fiscal  year  which  begins  next  following  the  fiscal 
year  in  which  such  report  is  transmitted  to  the  Senate  and  the 
House  of  Representatives.  Whenever  the  Secretary,  pursuant 
to  this  subsection,  requests  and  receives  estimates  of  cost  from 
the  State  highway  departments,  he  shall  furnish  copies  of  such 
estimates  at  the  same  time  to  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Represen  tati  ves . 

(c)  Not  more  than  20  per  centum  of  the  amount  apportioned  in  any 
fiscal  year,  commencing  with  the  apportionment  of  funds  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  under  subsection  (a)  of  section  102  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  (70  Stat.  374),  to  each  State  in  accordance 
with  paragraphs  (1),  (2),  or  (3)  of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section 
may  be  transferred  from  the  apportionment  under  one  paragraph  to 
the  apportionment  under  any  other  of  such  paragraphs  if  such  a 
transfer  is  requested  by  the  State  highway  department  and  is  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Governor  of  such  State  and  the  Secretary  as  being 
in  the  public  interest.  The  total  of  such  transfers  shall  not  increase 
the  original  apportionment  under  any  of  such  paragraphs  by  more 
than  20  per  centum.  Nothing  contained  in  this  subsection  shall  alter 
or  impair  the  authority  contained  in  subsection  (d)  of  this  section. 

(d)  Any  funds  which  are  apportioned  under  paragraph  (2)  of  sub¬ 
section  (b)  of  this  section  for  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system  to  a 
State  in  which  all  public  roads  and  highways  are  under  the  control 
and  supervision  of  the  State  highway  department  may,  if  the  State 
highway  department  and  the  Secretary  jointly  agree  that  such  funds 
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are  not  needed  for  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system,  be  expended  for 
projects  on  another  Federal-aid  system. 

(e)  On  or  before  January  1  preceding  the  commencement  of  each 
fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  shall  certify  to  each  of  the  State  highway 
departments  the  sums  which  he  has  apportioned  hereunder  to  each 
State  for  such  fiscal  year,  and  also  the  sums  which  he  has  deducted 
for  administration  and  research  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section. 

§  105.  Programs 

(a)  As  soon  as  practicable  after  the  apportionments  for  the  Federal- 
aid  systems  have  been  made  for  any  fiscal  year,  the  State  highway 
department  of  any  State  desiring  to  avail  itself  of  the  benefits  of  this 
chapter  shall  submit  to  the  Secretary  for  his  approval  a  program  or 
programs  of  proposed  projects  for  the  utilization  of  the  funds  appor¬ 
tioned.  The  Secretary  shall  act  upon  programs  submitted  to  him  as 
soon  as  practicable  after  the  same  have  been  submitted.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  may  approve  a  program  in  whole  or  in  part,  but  he  shall  not 
approve  any  project  in  a  proposed  program  which  is  not  located  upon 
an  approved  Federal-aid  system. 

(b)  In  approving  programs  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  second¬ 
ary  system,  the  Secretary  shall  require,  except  in  States  where  all 
public  roads  and  highways  are  under  the  control  and  supervison  of 
the  State  highway  department,  that  such  project  be  selected  by  the 
State  highway  department  and  the'  appropriate  local  officials  in 
cooperation  with  each  other. 

(c)  In  approving  programs  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary 
system,  the  Secretary  shall  give  preference  to  such  projects  as  will 
expedite  the  completion  of  an  adequate  and  connected  system  of 
highways  interstate  in  character. 

(d)  In  approving  programs  for  projects  under  this  chapter,  the 
Secretary  may  give  priority  of  approval  to,  and  expedite  the  con¬ 
struction  of,  projects  that  are  recommended  as  important  to  the 
national  defense  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  or  other  official  author¬ 
ized  by  the  President  to  make  such  recommendation. 

§  106.  Plans,  specifications,  and  estimates 

(a)  Except  as  provided  in  section  117  of  this  title,  the  State  high¬ 
way  department  shall  submit  to  the  Secretary  for  his  approval,  as 
soon  as  practicable  after  program  approval,  such  surveys,  plans, 
specifications,  and  estimates  for  each  proposed  project  included  in 
an  approved  program  as  the  Secretary  may  require.  The  Secretary 
shall  act  upon  such  surveys,  plans,  specifications,  and  estimates  as 
soon  as  practicable  after  the  same  have  been  submitted,  and  his 
approval  of  any  such  project  shall  be  deemed  a  contractual  obliga¬ 
tion  of  the  Federal  Government  for  the  payment  of  its  proportional 
contribution  thereto.  In  taking  such  action,  the  Secretary  shall  be 
guided  by  the  provisions  of  section  109  of  this  title. 

(b)  In  addition  to  the  approval  required  under  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section,  proposed  specifications  for  projects  for  construction  on 
the  Federal-aid  secondary  system,  except  in  States  where  all  public 
roads  and  highways  are  under  the  control  and  supervision  of  the  State 
highway  department,  shall  be  determined  by  the  State  highway  de¬ 
partment  and  the  appropriate  local  officials  in  cooperation  with  each 
other. 
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(c)  Items  included  in  any  such  estimate  for  construction  engineer¬ 
ing  shall  not  exceed  10  per  centum  of  the  total  estimated  cost  of  the 
project,  after  excluding  from  such  total  estimated  cost,  the  estimated 
costs  of  rights-of-way,  preliminary  engineering  and  construction 
engineering. 

§  107.  Acquisition  of  rights-of-way — Interstate  System 

(a)  In  any  case  in  which  the  Secretary  is  requested  by  a  State  to 
acquire  lands  or  interests  in  lands  (including  within  the  term  “inter¬ 
ests  in  lands”,  the  control  of  access  thereto  from  adjoining  lands) 
required  by  such  State  for  right-of-way  or  other  purposes  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  prosecution  of  any  project  for  the  construction,  recon¬ 
struction,  or  improvement  of  any  section  of  the  Interstate  System,  the 
Secretary  is  authorized,  in  the  name  of  the  United  States  and  prior 
to  the  approval  of  title  by  the  Attorney  General,  to  acquire,  enter 
upon,  and  take  possession  of  such  lands  or  interests  in  lands  by 
purchase,  donation,  condemnation,  or  otherwise  in  accordance  with 
the  laws  of  the  United  States  (including  the  Act  of  February  26, 

)  1931,  46  Stat.  1421),  if— 

(1)  the  Secretary  has  determined  either  that  the  State  is 
unable  to  acquire  necessary  lands  or  interests  in  lands,  or  is  un¬ 
able  to  acquire  such  lands  or  interests  in  lands  with  sufficient 
promptness;  and 

(2)  the  State  has  agreed  with  the  Secretary  to  pay,  at  such 
time  as  may  be  specified  by  the  Secretary  an  amount  equal  to  10 
per  centum  of  the  costs  incurred  by  the  Secretary,  in  acquiring 
such  lands  or  interests  in  lands,  or  such  lesser  percentage  which 
represents  the  State’s  pro  rata  share  of  project  costs  as  determined 
in  accordance  with  subsection  (c)  of  section  120  of  this  title. 

The  authority  granted  by  this  section  shall  also  apply  to  lands  and 
interests  in  lands  received  as  grants  of  land  from  the  United  States 
and  owned  or  held  by  railroads  or  other  corporations. 

(b)  The  costs  incurred  by  the  Secretary  in  acquiring  any  such  lands 
or  interests  in  lands  may  include  the  cost  of  examination  and  abstract 
of  title,  certificate  of  title,  advertising,  and  any  fees  incidental  to  such 
acquisition.  All  costs  incurred  by  the  Secretary  in  connection  with 
the  acquisition  of  any  such  lands  or  interests  in  lands  shall  be  paid 
from  the  funds  for  construction,  reconstruction,  or  improvement  of 

f  the  Interstate  System  apportioned  to  the  State  upon  the  request  of 
which  such  lands  or  interests  in  lands  are  acquired,  and  any  sums  paid 
to  the  Secretary  by  such  State  as  its  share  of  the  costs  of  acquisition 
of  such  lands  or  interests  in  lands  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Treasury 
to  the  credit  of  the  appropriation  for  Federal-aid  highways  and  shall 
be  credited  to  the  amount  apportioned  to  such  State  as  its  apportion¬ 
ment  of  funds  for  construction,  reconstruction,  or  improvement  of  the 
Interstate  System,  or  shall  be  deducted  from  other  moneys  due  the 
State  for  reimbursement  from  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
under  section  108  (b)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956. 

(c)  The  Secretary  is  further  authorized  and  directed  by  proper 
deed,  executed  in  the  name  of  the  United  States,  to  convey  anjr  such 
lands  or  interests  in  lands  acquired  in  any  State  under  the  provisions 
of  this  section,  except  the  outside  five  feet  of  any  such  right-of-way 
in  any  State  which  does  not  provide  control  of  access,  to  the  State 
highway  department  of  such  State  or  such  political  subdivision  thereof 
as  its  laws  may  provide,  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  to  such 

H.  Kept.  1948,  87-2 - 4 


26 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1962 


lands  or  interests  in  lands  as  may  be  agreed  upon  by  the  Secretary 
and  the  State  highway  department  or  political  subdivisions  to  which 
the  conveyance  is  to  be  made.  Whenever  the  State  makes  provision  for 
control  of  access  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary,  the  outside  five  feet  then 
shall  be  conveyed  to  the  State  by  the  Secretary,  as  herein  provided. 

(d)  Whenever  rights-of-way,  including  control  of  access,  on  the 
Interstate  System  are  required  over  lands  or  interests  in  lands  owned 
by  the  United  States,  the  Secretary  may  make  such  arrangements  with 
the  agency  having  jurisdiction  over  such  lands  as  may  be  necessary 
to  give  the  State  or  other  person  constructing  the  projects  on  such 
lands  adequate  rights-of-way  and  control  of  access  thereto  from 
adjoining  lands,  and  any  such  agency  is  directed  to  cooperate  with 
the  Secretary  in  this  connection. 

§  108.  Advance  acquisition  of  rights-of-way 

(a)  For  the  purpose  of  facilitating  the  acquisition  of  rights-of-way 
on  any  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  systems,  includirg  the  Interstate 
System,  in  the  most  expeditious  and  economical  manner,  and 
recognizing  that  the  acquisition  of  rights-of-way  requires  lengthy  \ 
planning  and  negotiations  if  it  is  to  be  done  at  a  reasonable  cost,  the 
Secretary,  upon  the  request  of  the  State  highway  department,  is 
authorized  to  make  available  the  funds  apportioned  to  any  State  for 
expenditure  on  any  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  systems,  including 
the  Interstate  System,  for  acquisition  of  rights-of-way,  in  anticipation 
of  construction  and  under  such  rides  and  regulations  as  the  Secretary 
may  prescribe.  The  agreement  between  the  Secretary  and  the  State 
highway  department  for  the  reimbursement  of  the  cost  of  such 
rights-of-way  shall  provide  for  the  actual  construction  of  a  road  on 
such  rights-of-way  within  a  period  not  exceeding  seven  years  following 
the  fiscal  year  in  which  such  request  is  made. 

(b)  Federal  participation  in  the  cost  of  rights-of-way  acquired 
under  this  section  shall  not  exceed  the  Federal  pro  rata  share  applicable 
to  the  class  of  funds  from  which  Federal  reimbursement  is  made. 

§  109.  Standards 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  not  approve  plans  and  specifications  for 
proposed  projects  on  any  Federal-aid  system  if  they  fail  to  provide 
for  a  facility  (1)  that  will  adequately  meet  the  existing  and  probable 
future  traffic  needs  and  conditions  in  a  manner  conducive  to  safety,  \ 
durability,  and  economy  of  maintenance;  (2)  that  will  be  designed 
and  constructed  in  accordance  with  standards  best  suited  to  accom¬ 
plish  the  foregoing  objectives  and  to  conform  to  the  particular  needs 
of  each  locality. 

(b)  The  geometric  and  construction  standards  to  be  adopted  for  the 
Interstate  System  shall  be  those  approved  by  the  Secretary  in  co¬ 
operation  with  the  State  highway  departments.  Such  standards  shall 
be  adequate  to  accommodate  the  types  and  volumes  of  traffic  forecast 
for  the  year  1975.  The  right-of-way  width  of  the  Interstate  System 
shall  be  adequate  to  permit  construction  of  projects  on  the  Interstate 
System  up  to  such  standards.  The  Secretary  shall  apply  such  stand¬ 
ards  uniformly  throughout  the  States. 

(c)  Projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system  in  which  Federal 
funds  participate  shall  be  constructed  according  to  specifications  that 
will  provide  all-weather  service  and  permit  maintenance  at  a  reason¬ 
able  cost. 
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(d)  On  any  highway  project  in  which  Federal  funds  hereafter 
participate,  or  on  any  such  project  constructed  since  December  20, 
1944,  the  location,  form  and  character  of  informational,  regulatory 
and  warning  signs,  curb  and  pavement  or  other  markings,  and  traffic 
signals  installed  or  placed  by  any  public  authority  or  other  agency, 
shall  be  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  State  highway  department  with 
the  concurrence  of  the  Secretary,  who  is  directed  to  concur  only  in 
such  installations  as  will  promote  the  safe  and  efficient  utilization  of 
the  highways. 

(e)  No  funds  shall  be  approved  for  expenditure  on  any  Federal- 
aid  highway,  or  highway  affected  under  chapter  2  of  this  title,  unless 
proper  safety  protective  devices  complying  with  safety  standards 
determined  by  the  Secretary  at  that  time  as  being  adequate  shall  be 
installed  or  be  in  operation  at  any  highway  and  railroad  grade  cross¬ 
ing  or  drawbridge  on  that  portion  of  the  highway  with  respect  to 
which  such  expenditures  are  to  be  made. 

(f)  The  Secretary  shall  not,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  his  approval 
under  section  106  of  this  title,  require  any  State  to  acquire  title  to, 
or  control  of,  any  marginal  land  along  the  proposed  highway  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  that  reasonably  necessary  for  road  surfaces,  median  strips, 
gutters,  ditches,  and  side  slopes,  and  of  sufficient  width  to  provide 
service  roads  for  adjacent  property  to  permit  safe  access  at  controlled 
locations  in  order  to  expedite  traffic,  promote  safety,  and  minimize 
roadside  parking. 

§  110.  Project  agreements 

(a)  As  soon  as  practicable  after  the  plans,  specifications,  and  esti¬ 
mates  for  a  specific  project  have  been  approved,  the  Secretary  shall 
enter  into  a  formal  project  agreement  with  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  concerning  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  such  project. 
Such  project  agreement  shall  make  provision  for  State  funds  re¬ 
quired  for  the  State’s  pro  rata  share  of  the  cost  of  construction  of 
such  project  and  for  the  maintenance  thereof  after  completion  of 
construction. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may  rely  upon  representations  made  by  the 
State  highway  department  with  respect  to  the  arrangements  or  agree¬ 
ments  made  by  the  State  highway  department  and  appropriate  local 
officials  where  a  part  of  the  project  is  to  be  constructed  at  the  expense 
of,  or  in  cooperation  with,  local  subdivisions  of  the  State. 

§111.  Agreements  relating  to  use  of  and  access  to  rights-of-way — 
Interstate  System 

All  agreements  between  the  Secretary  and  the  State  highway  de¬ 
partment  for  the  construction  of  projects  on  the  Interstate  System 
shall  contain  a  clause  providing  that  the  State  will  not  add  any  points 
of  access  to,  or  exit  from,  the  project  in  addition  to  these  approved 
by  the  Secretary  in  the  plans  for  such  project,  without  the  prior 
approval  of  the  Secretary.  Such  agreements  shall  also  contain  a 
clause  providing  that  the  State  will  not  permit  automotive  service 
stations  or  other  commercial  establishments  for  serving  motor  vehicle 
users  to  be  constructed  or  located  on  the  rights-of-way  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  System.  Such  agreements  may,  however,  authorize  a  State  or 
political  subdivision  thereof  to  use  or  permit  the  use  of  the  airspace 
above  and  below  the  established  grade  line  of  the  highway  pavement 
for  such  purposes  as  will  not  impair  the  full  use  and  safety  of  the 
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highway,  as  will  not  require  or  permit  vehicular  access  to  such  space 
directly  from  such  established  grade  line  of  the  highway,  or  otherwise 
interfere  in  any  way  with  the  free  flow  of  traffic  on  the  Interstate 
System. 

§  112.  Letting  of  contracts 

(a)  In  all  cases  where  the  construction  is  to  be  performed  by  the 
State  highway  department  or  under  its  supervision,  a  request  for 
submission  of  bids  shall  be  made  by  advertisement  unless  some  other 
method  is  approved  by  the  Secretary.  The  Secretary  shall  require 
such  plans  and  specifications  and  such  methods  of  bidding  as  shall 
be  effective  in  securing  competition. 

(b)  Construction  of  each  project,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  this  section,  shall  be  performed  by  contract  awarded 
by  competitive  bidding,  unless  the  Secretary  shall  affirmative^  find 
that,  under  the  circumstances  relating  to  such  project,  some  other 
method  is  in  the  public  interest.  All  such  findings  shall  be  reported 
promptly  in  writing  to  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  the  House  of  Representatives. 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall  require  as  a  condition  precedent  to  his 
approval  of  each  contract  awarded  by  competitive  bidding  pursuant 
to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  and  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
section,  a  sworn  statement,  executed  by,  or  on  behalf  of,  the  person, 
firm,  association,  or  corporation  to  whom  such  contract  is  to  be 
awarded,  certifying  that  such  person,  firm,  association,  or  corpora¬ 
tion  has  not,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  entered  into  any  agreement, 
participated  in  any  collusion,  or  otherwise  taken  any  action  in  re¬ 
straint  of  free  competitive  bidding  in  connection  with  such  contract. 

(d)  No  contract  awarded  by  competitive  bidding  pursuant  to  sub¬ 
section  (b)  of  this  section,  and  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  section, 
shall  be  entered  into  by  any  State  highway  department  or  local  sub¬ 
division  of  the  State  without  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  this 
section,  and  without  the  prior  concurrence  of  the  Secretary  in  the 
award  thereof. 

(e)  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  not  bo  applicable  to  con¬ 
tracts  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system  in  those  States 
where  the  Secretary  has  discharged  his  responsibility  pursuant  to 
section  117  of  this  title. 

§  113.  Prevailing  rate  of  wage — Interstate  System 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  take  such  action  as  may  be  necessary  to 
insure  that  all  laborers  and  mechanics  employed  by  contractors  or 
subcontractors  on  the  initial  construction  work  performed  on  highway 
projects  on  the  Interstate  System  authorized  under  section  108(b) 
of  the  Federal -Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956,  shall  be  paid  wages  at  rates 
not  less  than  those  prevailing  on  the  same  type  of  work  on  similar 
construction  in  the  immediate  locality  as  determined  by  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of  August  30,  1935,  known  as 
the  Davis-Bacon  Act  (40  U.S.C.,  sec.  276a). 

(b)  In  carrying  out  the  duties  of  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  shall  consult  with  the  highway  department  of  the 
State  in  which  a  project  on  the  Interstate  System  is  to  be  performed. 
After  giving  due  regard  to  the  information  thus  obtained,  he  shall 
make  a  predetermination  of  the  minimum  wages  to  be  paid  laborers 
and  mechanics  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  of 
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this  section  which  shall  be  set  out  in  each  project  advertisement  for 
bids  and  in  each  bid  proposal  form  and  shall  be  made  a  part  of  the 
contract  covering  the  project. 

§  114.  Construction 

(a)  The  construction  of  any  highways  or  portions  of  highways 
located  on  a  Federal-aid  system  shall  be  undertaken  by  the  respective 
State  highway  departments  or  under  their  direct  supervision.  Except 
as  provided  in  section  117  of  this  title,  such  construction  shall  be 
subject  to  the  inspection  and  approval  of  the  Secretary.  The  con¬ 
struction  work  and  labor  in  each  State  shall  be  performed  under  the 
direct  supervision  of  the  State  highway  department  and  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  laws  of  that  State  and  applicable  Federal  laws.  Con¬ 
struction  may  be  begun  as  soon  as  funds  are  available  for  expenditure 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  of  section  118  of  this  title.  On  any  project 
where  actual  construction  is  in  progress  and  visible  to  highway  users, 
the  State  highway  department  shall  erect  such  informational  sign  or 
signs  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  identif}dng  the  project  and  the 
respective  amounts  contributed  therefor  by  the  State  and  Federal 
Governments. 

(b)  Convict  labor  shall  not  be  used  in  such  construction  unless  it 
is  labor  performed  by  convicts  who  are  on  parole  or  probation. 

§  115.  Construction  by  States  in  advance  of  apportionment — - 
Interstate  System 

(a)  When  a  State  has  obligated  all  funds  apportioned  to  it  under 
subsection  (b)  (4)  and  (5)  of  section  104  of  this  title,  and  proceeds 
to  construct  any  project  without  the  aid  of  Federal  funds,  including 
one  or  more  parts  of  any  project,  on  the  Interstate  System  as  desig¬ 
nated  at  that  time,  in  accordance  with  all  procedures  and  all  require¬ 
ments  applicable  to  projects  financed  with  Interstate  System  funds 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  under  subsection  (b)  of  section  108 
of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956,  except  insofar  as  such  pro¬ 
cedures  and  requirements  limit  a  State  to  the  construction  of  projects 
with  the  aid  of  Federal  funds  previously  apportioned  to  it,  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  upon  application  by  such  State  and  his  approval  of  such  applica¬ 
tion,  is  authorized  to  pay  to  such  State  the  Federal  share  of  the  costs 
of  construction  of  such  project  when  additional  funds  are  apportioned 
to  such  State  under  subsection  (b)  (4)  and  (5)  of  section  104  of  this 
title  if: 

(1)  prior  to  the  construction  of  the  project  the  Secretary  shall 
have  approved  the  plans  and  specifications  therefor  in  the  same 
manner  as  other  projects  on  the  Interstate  System,  and 

(2)  the  project  shall  conform  to  the  standards  adopted  under 
subsection  (b)  of  section  109  of  this  title. 

(b)  In  determining  the  apportionment  for  any  fiscal  year  under 
the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)(5)  of  section  104  of  this  title,  any 
such  project  constructed  by  a  State  without  the  aid  of  Federal  funds 
shall  not  be  considered  completed  until  an  application  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  with  respect  to  such  project  has  been  approved 
by  the  Secretary. 

§  116.  Maintenance 

(a)  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  State  highway  department  to  main¬ 
tain,  or  cause  to  be  maintained,  any  project  constructed  under  the 
provisions  of  this  chapter  or  constructed  under  the  provisions  of  prior 
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Acts.  The  State’s  obligation  to  the  United  States  to  maintain  any 
such  project  shall  cease  when  it  no  longer  constitutes  a  part  of  a 
Federal-aid  system. 

(b)  In  any  State  wherein  the  State  highway  department  is  without 
legal  authority  to  maintain  a  project  constructed  on  the  Federal-aid 
secondary  system,  or  within  a  municipality,  such  highway  department 
shall  enter  into  a  formal  agreement  for  its  maintenance  with  the 
appropriate  officials  of  the  county  or  municipality  in  which  such 
project  is  located. 

(c)  If  at  any  time  the  Secretary  shall  find  that  any  project  con¬ 
structed  under  the  provisions  of  this  chapter,  or  constructed  under 
the  provisions  of  prior  Acts,  is  not  being  properly  maintained,  he 
shall  call  such  fact  to  the  attention  of  the  State  highway  department. 
If,  within  ninety  days  after  receipt  of  such  notice,  such  project  has 
not  been  put  in  proper  condition  of  maintenance,  the  Secretary  shall 
withhold  approval  of  further  projects  of  all  types  in  the  entire  State 
until  such  project  shall  have  been  put  in  proper  condition  of  mainte¬ 
nance,  unless  such  project  is  subject  to  an  agreement  pursuant  to  sub¬ 
section  (b)  of  this  section,  in  which  case  approval  shall  be  withheld 
only  for  secondary  or  urban  projects  in  the  county  or  municipality 
where  such  project  is  located. 

§  117.  Secondary  road  responsibility 

(a)  The  Secretary  may,  upon  the  request  of  any  State  highway 
department,  discharge  his  responsibility  relative  to  the  plans,  speci¬ 
fications,  estimates,  surveys,  contract  awards,  design,  inspection,  and 
construction  of  all  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system  by 
his  receiving  and  approving  a  certified  statement  by  the  State  high¬ 
way  department  setting  forth  that  the  plans,  design,  and  construction 
for  each  such  project  are  in  accord  with  those  standards  and  pro¬ 
cedures  which  (1)  were  adopted  by  such  State  highway  department. 
(2)  were  applicable  to  projects  in  this  category,  and  (3)  were  approved 
by  him. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  not  approve  such  standards  and  procedures 
unless  they  are  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)  of 
section  105,  subsection  (b)  of  section  106,  and  subsection  (c)  of  section 
109,  of  this  title. 

(c)  Subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section  shall  not  be  construed 
to  relieve  the  Secretary  of  his  obligation  to  make  a  final  inspection  of 
each  project  after  construction  and  to  require  an  adequate  showing  of 
the  estimate  cost  of  construction  and  the  actual  cost  of  construction. 

§  118.  Availability  of  sums  apportioned 

(a)  On  and  after  the  date  that  the  Secretary  has  certified  to  each 
State  highway  department  the  sums  apportioned  to  each  Federal-aid 
system  or  part  thereof  pursuant  to  an  authorization  under  this  title, 
or  under  prior  Acts,  such  sums  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  under 
the  provisions  of  this  title. 

(b)  Such  sums  shall  continue  available  for  expenditure  in  that  State 
for  the  appropriate  Federal-aid  system  or  part  thereof  for  a  period  of 
two  years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums  are 
authorized  and  any  amounts  so  apportioned  remaining  unexpended 
at  the  end  of  such  period  shall  lapse,  except  that  any  amount  appor¬ 
tioned  to  the  States  for  the  Interstate  System  under  subsection  (b) 
(4)  and  (5)  of  section  104  of  this  title  remaining  unexpended  at  the 
end  of  the  period  during  which  it  is  available  under  this  section  shall 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1962 


31 


lapse  and  shall  immediately  be  reapportioned  among  the  other  States 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)(5)  of  section  104 
of  this  title.  Such  sums  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total  of  the  sums  apportioned  to  the 
State  for  such  fiscal  year  and  previous  fiscal  years  is  covered  by  formal 
project  agreements  providing  for  the  expenditure  of  funds  authorized 
by  each  Act  which  contains  provisions  authorizing  the  appropriation 
of  funds  for  Federal-aid  highways.  Any  Federal-aid  highway  funds 
released  by  the  payment  of  the  final  voucher  or  by  the  modification 
of  the  formal  project  agreement  shall  be  credited  to  the  same  class  of 
funds,  primary,  secondary,  urban,  or  interstate,  previously  appor¬ 
tioned  to  the  State  and  be  immediately  available  for  expenditure. 

(c)  The  total  payments  to  any  State  shall  not  at  any  time  during 
a  current  fiscal  year  exceed  the  total  of  all  apportionments  to  such 
State  in  accordance  with  section  104  of  this  title  for  such  fiscal  year 
and  all  preceding  fiscal  years. 

§  120.  Federal  share  payable 

(a)  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (d)  of  this  section,  the 
Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  project,  financed  with  pri¬ 
mary,  secondary,  or  urban  funds,  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  system 
and  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system  shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum 
of  the  cost  of  construction,  except  that  in  the  case  of  any  State  con¬ 
taining  nontaxable  Indian  lands,  individual  and  tribal,  and  public 
domain  lands  (both  reserved  and  unreserved)  exclusive  of  national 
forests  and  national  parks  and  monuments,  exceeding  5  per  centum 
of  the  total  area  of  all  lands  therein,  the  Federal  share  shall  be 
increased  by  a  percentage  of  the  remaining  cost  equal  to  the  percentage 
that  the  area  of  all  such  lands  in  such  State,  is  of  its  total  area. 

(b)  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (d)  of  this  section,  the 
Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  project,  financed  with  inter¬ 
state  funds  on  the  Interstate  System,  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
prior  to  June  29,  1956,  shall  not  exceed  60  per  centum  of  the  cost  of 
construction,  except  that  in  the  case  of  any  State  containing  unappro¬ 
priated  and  unreserved  public  lands  and  nontaxable  Indian  lands, 
individual  and  tribal,  exceeding  5  per  centum  of  the  total  area  of  all 
lands  therein,  the  Federal  share  shall  be  increased  by  a  percentage  of 
the  remaining  cost  equal  to  the  percentage  that  the  area  of  all  such 
lands  in  such  State,  is  of  its  total  area.  The  provisions  of  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section  shall  apply  to  any  project  financed  with  funds 
authorized  by  the  provisions  of  section  2  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1952. 

(c)  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (d)  of  this  section,  the 
Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  project  on  the  Interstate 
System  provided  for  by  funds  made  available  under  the  provisions 
of  section  108(b)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  shall  be 
increased  to  90  per  centum  of  the  total  cost  thereof,  plus  a  percentage 
of  the  remaining  10  per  centum  of  such  cost  in  any  State  containing 
unappropriated  and  unreserved  public  lands  and  nontaxable  Indian 
lands,  individual  and  tribal,  exceeding  5  per  centum  of  the  total  area 
of  all  lands  therein,  equal  to  the  percentage  that  the  area  of  such 
lands  in  such  State  is  of  its  total  area,  except  that  such  Federal  share 
payable  on  any  project  in  any  State  shall  not  exceed  95  per  centum 
of  the  total  cost  of  such  project. 
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(d)  The  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  project  for  the 
elimination  of  hazards  of  railway-highway  crossings,  as  more  fully 
described  and  subject  to  the  conditions  and  limitations  set  forth  in 
section  130  of  this  title,  may  amount  to  100  per  centum  of  the  cost 
of  construction  of  such  projects,  except  that  not  more  than  50  per 
centum  of  the  right-of-way  and  property  damage  costs,  paid  from 
public  funds,  on  any  such  project,  may  be  paid  from  sums  apportioned 
in  accordance  with  section  104  of  this  title:  Provided, ,  That  not  more 
than  10  per  centum  of  all  the  sums  apportioned  for  all  the  Federal-aid 
systems  for  any  fiscal  year  in  accordance  with  section  104  of  this  title 
shall  be  used  under  this  subsection. 

(e)  The  Secretary  may  rely  on  a  statement  from  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  as  to  the  area  of  the  lands  referred  to  in  subsections  (a) 
and  (b)  of  this  section.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  provide  such  statement  annually. 

(f)  The  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  repair  or  recon¬ 
struction  provided  for  by  funds  made  available  under  section  125  of 
this  title  shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum  of  the  cost  thereof,  except 
that  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  repair  or  reconstruc¬ 
tion  of  forest  highways,  forest  development  roads  and  trails,  park 
roads  and  trails,  and  Indian  reservation  roads  may  amount  to  100 
per  centum  of  the  cost  thereof,  whether  or  not  such  highways,  roads, 
or  trails  are  on  any  Federal-aid  highway  system.  Any  project  agree¬ 
ment  for  which  the  final  voucher  has  not  been  approved  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  on  or  before  the  date  of  this  Act  may  be  modified  to  provide 
for  the  Federal  share  authorized  herein. 

(g)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  cooperate  with  the  State  high¬ 
way  departments  and  with  the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  the 
construction  of  Federal-aid  highways  within  Indian  reservations  and 
national  parks  and  monuments  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  and  to  pay  the  amount  assumed  therefor  from 
the  funds  apportioned  in  accordance  with  section  104  of  this  title  to 
the  State  wherein  the  reservations  and  national  parks  and  monuments 
are  located. 

§  121.  Payment  to  States  for  construction 

(a)  The  Secretary  may  in  his  discretion,  from  time  to  time  as  the 
work  progresses,  make  payments  to  a  State  for  costs  of  construction 
incurred  by  it  on  a  project.  These  payments  shall  at  no  time  exceed 
the  Federal  share  of  the  costs  of  construction  incurred  to  the  date 
of  the  voucher  covering  such  payment  plus  the  Federal  share  of  the 
value  of  the  materials  winch  have  been  stockpiled  in  the  vicinity  of 
such  construction  in  conformity  to  plans  and  specifications  for  the 
project. 

(b)  After  completion  of  a  project  in  accordance  with  the  plans 
and  specifications,  and  approval  of  the  final  voucher  by  the  Secretary, 
a  State  shall  be  entitled  to  payment  out  of  the  appropriate  sums 
apportioned  to  it  of  the  unpaid  balance  of  the  Federal  share  payable 
on  account  of  such  project. 

(c)  No  payment  shall  be  made  under  this  chapter,  except  for  a 
project  located  on  a  Federal-aid  system  and  covered  by  a  project 
agreement.  No  final  payment  shall  be  made  to  a  State  for  its  costs 
of  construction  of  a  project  until  the  completion  of  the  construc¬ 
tion  has  been  approved  by  the  Secretary  following  inspections  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  114(a)  of  this  title. 
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(d)  In  making  payments  pursuant  to  this  section,  the  Secretary 
shall  be  bound  by  the  limitations  with  respect  to  the  permissible 
amounts  of  such  payments  contained  in  sections  120  and  130  of  this 
title.  Payments  for  construction  engineering  on  any  one  project 
shall  not  exceed  the  10  per  centum  of  the  Federal  share  of  the  cost 
of  construction  of  such  project  after  excluding  from  the  cost  of  con¬ 
struction  the  costs  of  rights-of-way,  preliminary  engineering,  and 
construction  engineering. 

(e)  Such  payments  shall  be  made  to  such  official  or  officials  or 
depository  as  may  be  designated  by  the  State  highway  department 
and  authorized  under  the  laws  of  the  State  to  receive  public  funds 
of  the  State. 

§  122.  Payment  to  States  for  bond  retirement 

Any  State  that  shall  use  the  proceeds  of  bonds  issued  by  the  State, 
county,  city,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the  State  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  one  or  more  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  or 
Interstate  System,  or  extensions  of  any  of  the  Federal-aid  highway 
systems  in  urban  areas,  may  claim  payment  of  any  portion  of  the 
sums  apportioned  to  it  for  expenditure  on  such  system  to  aid  in 
the  retirement  of  the  principal  of  such  bonds  at  their  maturities,  to 
the  extent  that  the  proceeds  of  such  bonds  have  been  actually  ex¬ 
pended  in  the  construction  of  one  or  more  of  such  projects.  Such 
claim  for  payment  may  be  made  only  when  all  of  the  provisions 
of  this  title  have  been  complied  with  to  the  same  extent  and  with 
the  same  effect  as  though  payment  were  to  be  made  to  the  State  under 
section  121  of  this  title,  instead  of  this  section,  and  the  Federal  share 
payable  shall  not  exceed  the  pro  rata  basis  of  payment  authorized 
in  section  120  of  this  title.  This  section  shall  not  be  construed  as  a 
commitment  or  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  to  provide 
funds  for  the  payment  of  the  principal  of  any  such  bonds. 

§  123.  Relocation  of  utility  facilities 

(a)  When  a  State  shall  pay  for  the  cost  of  relocation  of  utility 
facilities  necessitated  by  the  construction  of  a  project  on  the  Federal- 
aid  primary  or  secondary  systems  or  on  the  Interstate  System,  in¬ 
cluding  extensions  thereof  within  urban  areas,  Federal  funds  may  be 
used  to  reimburse  the  State  for  such  cost  in  the  same  proportion  as 
Federal  funds  are  expended  on  the  project.  Federal  funds  shall  not 
be  used  to  reimburse  the  State  under  this  section  when  the  payment 
to  the  utility  violates  the  law  of  the  State  or  violates  a  legal  contract 
between  the  utility  and  the  State.  Such  reimbursement  shall  be  made 
only  after  evidence  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  shall  have  been 
presented  to  him  substantiating  the  fact  that  the  State  has  paid  such 
cost  from  its  own  funds  with  respect  to  Federal-aid  highway  projects 
for  which  Federal  funds  are  obligated  subsequent  to  April  16,  1958, 
for  work,  including  relocation  of  utility  facilities. 

(b)  The  term  “utility”,  for  the  purposes  of  this  section,  shall  in¬ 
clude  publicly,  privately,  and  cooperatively  owned  utilities. 

(c)  The  term  “cost  of  relocation”,  for  the  purposes  of  this  section, 
shall  include  the  entire  amount  paid  by  such  utility  properly  attribut¬ 
able  to  such  relocation  after  deducting  therefrom  any  increase  in  the 
value  of  the  new  facility  and  any  salvage  value  derived  from  the  old 
facility. 
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§  124.  Advances  to  States 

If  the  Secretary  shall  determine  that  it  is  necessary  for  the  expe¬ 
ditious  completion  of  projects  on  any  of  the  Federal-aid  systems, 
including  the  Interstate  System,  he  may  advance  to  any  State  out  of 
any  existing  appropriations  the  Federal  share  of  the  cost  of  construc¬ 
tion  thereof  to  enable  the  State  highway  department  to  make  prompt 
payments  for  acquisition  of  rights-of-way,  and  for  the  construction 
as  it  progresses.  The  sums  so  advanced  shall  be  deposited  in  a  special 
revolving  trust  fund,  by  the  State  official  authorized  under  the  laws 
of  the  State  to  receive  Federal-aid  highway  funds,  to  be  disbursed 
solely  upon  vouchers  approved  by  the  State  highway  department  for 
rights-of-way  which  have  been  or  are  being  acquired,  and  for  con¬ 
struction  which  has  been  actually  performed  and  approved  by  the 
Secretary  pursuant  to  this  chapter.  Upon  determination  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  that  any  part  of  the  funds  advanced  to  any  State  under  the 
provisions  of  this  section  are  no  longer  required,  the  amount  of  the 
advance,  which  is  determined  to  be  in  excess  of  current  requirements 
of  the  State,  shall  be  repaid  upon  his  demand,  and  such  repayments  f 
shall  be  returned  to  the  credit  of  the  appropriation  from  which  the 
funds  were  advanced.  Any  sum  advanced  and  not  repaid  on  demand 
shall  be  deducted  from  sums  due  the  State  for  the  Federal  pro  rata 
share  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  Federal-aid  projects. 

§  125.  Emergency  relief 

(a)  An  emergency  fund  is  authorized  for  expenditure  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  section  and  section  120,  for 
the  repair  or  reconstruction  of  highways,  roads,  and  trails  which  he 
shall  find  have  suffered  serious  damage  as  the  result  of  disaster  over 
a  wide  area,  such  as  by  floods,  hurricanes,  tidal  waves,  earthquakes, 
severe  storms,  landslides,  or  other  catastrophes  in  any  part  of  the 
United  States.  The  appropriation  of  such  moneys,  not  to  exceed 
$30,000,000,  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  initial  establishment  of  this 
fund  and  for  its  replenishment  on  an  annual  basis  is  authorized. 
Pending  such  appropriation  or  replenishment  the  Secretary  may 
expend  from  any  funds  heretofore  or  hereafter  appropriated  for 
expenditure  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  title,  including 
existing  Federal-aid  appropriations,  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
for  the  immediate  prosecution  of  the  work  herein  authorized,  such  j 
appropriations  to  be  reimbursed  from  the  appropriations  herein 
authorized  when  made. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may  expend  funds  from  the  emergency  fund 
herein  authorized  for  the  repair  or  reconstruction  of  highways  on  the 
Federal-aid  highway  systems,  including  the  Interstate  System,  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  chapter.  Except  as  to  high¬ 
ways,  roads,  and  trails  mentioned  in  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,  no 
funds  shall  be  so  expended  unless  the  Secretary  has  received  an 
application  therefor  from  the  State  highway  department,  and  unless 
an  emergency  has  been  declared  by  the  Governor  of  the  State  and 
concurred  in  by  the  Secretary. 

(c)  The  Secretary  may  expend  funds  from  the  emergency  fund 
herein  authorized,  either  independently  or  in  cooperation  with  any 
other  branch  of  the  Government,  State  agency,  organization,  or  per¬ 
son,  for  the  repair  or  reconstruction  of  forest  highways,  forest  devel¬ 
opment  roads  and  trails,  park  roads  and  trails,  and  Indian  reserva- 
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tion  roads,  whether  or  not  such  highways,  roads,  or  trails  are  on  any 
of  the  Federal-aid  highway  systems. 

§  126.  Diversion 

(a)  Since  it  is  unfair  and  unjust  to  tax  motor-vehicle  transporta¬ 
tion  unless  the  proceeds  of  such  taxation  are  applied  to  the  construc¬ 
tion,  improvement,  or  maintenance  of  highways,  after  June  30,  1935, 
Federal  aid  for  highway  construction  shall  be  extended  only  to  those 
States  that  use  at  least  the  amounts  provided  by  law  on  June  18,  1934, 
for  such  purposes  in  each  State  from  State  motor  vehicle  registration 
fees,  licenses,  gasoline  taxes,  and  other  special  taxes  on  motor-vehicle 
owners  and  operators  of  all  kinds  for  the  construction,  improvement, 
and  maintenance  of  highways  and  administrative  expenses  in  con¬ 
nection  therewith,  including  the  retirement  of  bonds  for  the  payment 
of  which  such  revenues  have  been  pledged,  and  for  no  other  pur¬ 
poses,  under  such  regulations  as  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall 
promulgate  from  time  to  time. 

(b)  In  no  case  shall  the  provisions  of  this  section  operate  to  de¬ 
prive  any  State  of  more  than  one-third  of  the  entire  apportionment 
authorized  under  this  chapter  to  which  that  State  would  be  entitled 
in  any  fiscal  year.  The  amount  of  any  reduction  in  a  State’s  ap¬ 
portionment  shall  be  reapportioned  in  the  same  manner  as  any  other 
unexpended  balance  at  the  end  of  the  period  during  which  it  other¬ 
wise  would  be  available  in  accordance  with  section  104(b)  of  this 
title. 

§  127.  Vehicle  weight  and  width  limitations — Interstate  System 

No  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  under 
section  108(b)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  shall  be  ap¬ 
portioned  to  any  State  within  the  boundaries  of  which  the  Interstate 
System  may  lawfully  be  used  by  vehicles  with  weight  in  excess  of 
eighteen  thousand  pounds  carried  on  any  one  axle,  or  with  a  tandem- 
axle  weight  in  excess  of  thirty-two  thousand  pounds,  or  with  an  over¬ 
all  gross  weight  in  excess  of  seventy-three  thousand  two  hundred  and 
eighty  pounds,  or  with  a  width  in  excess  of  ninety-six  inches,  or  the 
corresponding  maximum  weights  or  maximum  widths  permitted  for 
vehicles  using  the  public  highways  of  such  State  under  laws  or  regu¬ 
lations  established  by  appropriate  State  authority  in  effect  on  July  1, 
1956,  whichever  is  the  greater.  Any  amount  which  is  withheld  from 
apportionment  to  any  State  pursuant  to  the  foregoing  provisions 
shall  lapse.  This  section  shall  not  be  construed  to  deny  apportion¬ 
ment  to  any  State  allowing  the  operation  within  such  State  of  any 
vehicles  or  combinations  thereof  that  could  be  lawfully  operated 
within  such  State  on  July  1,  1956.  With  respect  to  the  State  of 
Hawaii,  laws  or  regulations  in  effect  on  February  1,  1960,  shall  be 
applicable  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  in  lieu  of  those  in  effect 
on  July  1,  1956. 

§  128.  Public  hearings 

(a)  Any  State  highway  department  which  submits  plans  for  a  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  highway  project  involving  the  bypassing  of,  or  going  through, 
any  city,  town,  or  village,  either  incorporated  or  unincorporated,  shall 
certify  to  the  Secretary  that  it  has  had  public  hearings,  or  has  af¬ 
forded  the  opportunity  for  such  hearings,  and  has  considered  the 
economic  effects  of  such  a  location.  Any  State  highway  department 
which  submits  plans  for  an  Interstate  System  project  shall  certify 
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to  the  Secretary  that  it  has  had  public  hearings  at  a  convenient  loca¬ 
tion,  or  has  afforded  the  opportunity  for  such  hearings,  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  enabling  persons  in  rural  areas  through  or  contiguous  to  whose 
property  the  highway  will  pass  to  express  any  objections  they  may 
have  to  the  proposed  location  of  such  highway. 

(b)  When  hearings  have  been  held  under  subsection  (a),  the  State 
highway  department  shall  submit  a  copy  of  the  transcript  of  said 
hearings  to  the  Secretary,  together  with  the  certification. 

§  129.  Toll  roads,  bridges,  tunnels,  and  ferries 

(a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  301  of  this  title,  the 
Secretary  may  permit  Federal  participation,  on  the  same  basis  and 
in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  construction  of  free  highways  under 
this  chapter,  in  the  construction  of  any  toll  bridge,  toll  tunnel,  or 
approach  thereto,  upon  compliance  with  the  conditions  contained  in 
this  section.  Such  bridge,  tunnel,  or  approach  thereto,  must  be  pub¬ 
licly  owned  and  operated.  Federal  funds  may  participate  in  the  ap¬ 
proaches  to  a  toll  bridge  or  toll  tunnel  whether  such  bridge  or  tunnel  A 
is  to  be  or  lias  been  constructed,  or  acquired,  by  the  State  or  other  * 
public  authority.  The  State  highway  department  or  departments 
must  be  a  party  or  parties  to  an  agreement  with  the  Secretary  whereby 

it  or  they  undertake  performance  of  the  following  obligations: 

(1)  all  tolls  received  from  the  operation  of  the  bridge  or  tunnel, 
less  the  actual  cost  of  such  operation  and  maintenance,  shall  be 
applied  to  the  repayment  to  the  State  or  other  public  authority  of 
all  of  the  costs  of  construction  or  acquisition  of  such  bridge  or  tun¬ 
nel,  except  that  part  which  was  contributed  by  the  United  States; 

(2)  no  tolls  shall  be  charged  for  the  use  of  such  bridge  or 
tunnel  after  the  State  or  other  public  authority  shall  have  been 
so  repaid;  and 

(3)  after  the  date  of  final  repayment,  the  bridge  or  tunnel 
shall  be  maintained  and  operated  as  a  free  bridge  or  free  tunnel. 

(b)  Upon  a  finding  by  the  Secretary  that  such  action  will  promote 
the  development  of  an  integrated  Interstate  System,  the  Secretary  is 
authorized  to  approve  as  part  of  the  Interstate  System  any  toll  road, 
bridge  or  tunnel,  now  or  hereafter  constructed  which  meets  the  stand¬ 
ards  adopted  for  the  improvement  of  projects  located  on  the  Interstate 
System,  when  such  toll  road,  bridge  or  tunnel  is  located  on  a  route  ^ 
heretofore  or  hereafter  designated  as  a  part  of  the  Interstate  System. 

No  Federal-aid  highway  funds  shall  be  expended  for  the  construction, 
reconstruction  or  improvement  of  any  such  toll  road,  except  to  the 
extent  permitted  by  law  after  June  29, 1956.  No  Federal-aid  highway 
funds  shall  be  expended  for  the  construction,  reconstruction  or 
improvement  of  any  such  toll  bridge  or  tunnel,  except  to  the  extent 
permitted  by  law  on  or  after  June  29,  1956. 

(c)  Funds  authorized  for  expenditure  on  any  of  the  Federal-aid 
highway  systems,  including  the  Interstate  System,  shall  be  available 
for  expenditure  on  projects  approaching  any  toll  road,  bridge  or 
tunnel  to  a  point  where  such  project  will  have  some  use  irrespective 
of  its  use  for  such  toll  road,  bridge  or  tunnel. 

(d)  Funds  authorized  for  the  Interstate  System  shall  be  available 
for  expenditure  on  Interstate  System  projects  approaching  any  toll 
road  on  the  Interstate  System,  although  the  project  has  no  use  other 
than  an  approach  to  such  toll  road,  if  an  agreement  satisfactory  to 
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the  Secretary  has  been  reached  with  the  State  prior  to  the  approval 
of  such  project — - 

(1)  that  the  section  of  toll  road  will  become  free  to  the  public 
upon  the  collection  of  tolls  sufficient  to  liquidate  the  cost  of  the 
toll  road  or  any  bonds  outstanding  at  the  time  constituting  a 
valid  lien  against  such  section  of  toll  road  covered  in  the  agree¬ 
ment  and  their  maintenance  and  operation  and  debt  service  dur¬ 
ing  the  period  of  toll  collections,  and 

(2)  that  there  is  one  or  more  reasonably  satisfactory  alternate 
free  routes  available  to  traffic  by  which  the  toll  section  of  the 
system  may  be  bypassed. 

(e)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  301  of  this  title, 
the  Secretary  may  permit  Federal  participation  under  this  title  in 
the  construction  of  a  project  constituting  an  approach  to  a  ferry, 
whether  toll  or  free,  the  route  of  which  has  been  approved  under 
section  103(b)  or  (c)  of  this  title  as  a  part  of  one  of  the  Federal-aid 
systems  and  has  not  been  designated  as  a  route  on  the  Interstate 
System.  Such  ferry  may  be  either  publicly  or  privately  owned  and 
operated,  but  the  operating  authority  and  the  amount  of  fares  charged 
for  passage  shall  be  under  the  control  of  a  State  agency  or  official, 
and  all  revenues  derived  from  publicly  owned  or  operated  ferries 
shall  be  applied  to  payment  of  the  cost  of  construction  or  acquisition 
thereof,  including  debt  service,  and  to  actual  and  necessary  costs  of 
operation,  maintenance,  repair,  and  replacement. 

§  130.  Railway-highway  crossings 

(a)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (d)  of  section  120  of  this 
title  and  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  the  entire  cost  of  construction 
of  projects  for  the  elimination  of  hazards  of  railway-highway  cross¬ 
ings,  including  the  separation  or  protection  of  grades  at  crossings, 
the  reconstruction  of  existing  railroad  grade  crossing  structures,  and 
the  relocation  of  highways  to  eliminate  grade  crossings,  may  be  paid 
from  sums  apportioned  in  accordance  with  section  104  of  this  title. 
In  any  case  when  the  elimination  of  the  hazards  of  a  railway-high¬ 
way  crossing  can  be  effected  by  the  relocation  of  a  portion  of  a  rail¬ 
way  at  a  cost  estimated  by  the  Secretary  to  be  less  than  the  cost  of 
such  elimination  by  one  of  the  methods  mentioned  in  the  first  sen¬ 
tence  of  this  section,  then  the  entire  cost  of  such  relocation  project, 
except  as  provided  in  subsection  (d)  of  section  120  of  this  title  and 
subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  may  be  paid  from  sums  apportioned  in 
accordance  with  section  104  of  this  title. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may  classify  the  various  types  of  projects  in¬ 
volved  in  the  elimination  of  hazards  of  railway-highway  crossings, 
and  may  set  for  each  such  classification  a  percentage  of  the  costs 
of  construction  which  shall  be  deemed  to  represent  the  net  benefit 
to  the  railroad  or  railroads  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  rail¬ 
road’s  share  of  the  cost  of  construction.  The  percentage  so  deter¬ 
mined  shall  in  no  case  exceed  10  per  centum.  The  Secretary  shall 
determine  the  appropriate  classification  of  each  project. 

(c)  Any  railroad  involved  in  a  project  for  the  elimination  of 
hazards  of  railway-highway  crossings  paid  for  in  whole  or  in  part 
from  sums  made  available  for  expenditure  under  this  title,  or  prior 
Acts,  shall  be  liable  to  the  United  States  for  the  net  benefit  to  the 
railroad  determined  under  the  classification  of  such  project  made 
pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section.  Such  liability  to  the 
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United  States  may  be  discharged  by  direct  payment  to  the  State  high¬ 
way  department  of  the  State  in  which  the  project  is  located,  in  which 
case  such  payment  shall  be  credited  to  the  cost  of  the  project.  Such 
payment  may  consist  in  whole  or  in  part  of  materials  and  labor 
furnished  by  the  railroad  in  connection  with  the  construction  of  such 
project.  If  any  such  railroad  fails  to  discharge  such  liability  within 
a  six-month  period  after  completion  of  the  project,  it  shall  be  liable  to 
the  United  States  for  its  share  of  the  cost,  and  the  Secretary  shall 
request  the  Attorney  General  to  institute  proceedings  against  such 
railroad  for  the  recovery  of  the  amount  for  which  it  is  liable  under 
this  subsection.  The  Attorney  General  is  authorized  to  bring  such 
proceedings  on  behalf  of  the  United  States,  in  the  appropriate  dis¬ 
trict  court  of  the  United  States,  and  the  United  States  shall  be  entitled 
in  such  proceedings  to  recover  such  sums  as  it  is  considered  and 
adjudged  by  the  court  that  such  railroad  is  liable  for  in  the  premises. 
Any  amounts  recovered  by  the  United  States  under  this  subsection 
shall  be  credited  to  miscellaneous  receipts. 

§  131.  Areas  adjacent  to  the  Interstate  System 

(a)  To  promote  the  safety,  convenience,  and  enjoyment  of  public 
travel  and  the  free  flow  of  interstate  commerce  and  to  protect  the 
public  investment  in  the  National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense 
Highways,  it  is  declared  to  be  in  the  public  interest  to  encourage 
and  assist  the  States  to  control  the  use  of  and  to  improve  areas 
adjacent  to  the  Interstate  System  by  controlling  the  erection  and 
maintenance  of  outdoor  advertising  signs,  displays,  and  devices 
adjacent  to  that  system.  It  is  declared  to  be  a  national  policy  that 
the  erection  and  maintenance  of  outdoor  advertising  signs,  displays, 
or  devices  within  six  hundred  and  sixty  feet  of  the  edge  of  the  right- 
of-way  and  visible  from  the  main-traveled  way  of  all  portions  of  the 
Interstate  System  constructed  upon  any  part  of  right-of-way,  the 
entire  width  of  which  is  acquired  subsequent  to  July  1,  1956,  should 
be  regulated,  consistent  wdth  national  standards  to  be  prepared  and 
promulgated  by  the  Secretary,  which  shall  include  only  the  following 
lour  types  of  signs,  and  no  signs  advertising  illegal  activities: 

(1)  Directional  or  other  official  signs  or  notices  that  are  re¬ 
quired  or  authorized  by  law. 

(2)  Signs  advertising  the  sale  or  lease  of  the  property  upon 
which  they  are  located. 

(3)  Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant  to  authorization  or 
permitted  under  State  law,  and  not  inconsistent  with  the  national 
policy  and  standards  of  this  section,  advertising  activities  being 
conducted  at  a  location  within  twelve  miles  of  the  point  at  which 
such  signs  are  located. 

(4)  Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant  to  authorization  in 
State  law  and  not  inconsistent  wdth  the  national  policy  and  stand¬ 
ards  of  this  section,  and  designed  to  give  information  in  the 
specific  interest  of  the  traveling  public. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  to  enter  into  agree¬ 
ments  with  State  highway  departments  (including  such  supple¬ 
mentary  agreements  as  may  be  necessary)  to  carry  out  the  national 
policy  set  forth  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  with  respect  to  the 
Interstate  System  within  the  State.  Any  such  agreement  shall 
include  provisions  for  regulation  and  control  of  the  erection  and 
maintenance  of  advertising  signs,  displays,  and  other  advertising 
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devices  in  conformity  with  the  standards  established  in  accordance 
with  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  and  may  include,  among  other 
things,  provisions  for  preservation  of  natural  beauty,  prevention  of 
erosion,  landscaping,  reforestation,  development  of  viewpoints  for 
scenic  attractions  that  are  accessible  to  the  public  without  charge,  and 
the  erection  of  markers,  signs,  or  plaques,  and  development  of  areas 
in  appreciation  of  sites  of  historical  significance.  Agreements  entered 
into  between  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and  State  highway  depart¬ 
ments  under  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  those  segments  of  the 
Interstate  System  which  traverse  commercial  or  industrial  zones 
within  the  presently  existing  boundaries  of  incorporated  municipalities 
wherein  the  use  of  real  property  adjacent  to  the  Interstate  System 
is  subject  to  municipal  regulation  or  control,  or  which  traverse  other 
areas  where  the  land  use,  as  of  the  date  of  approval  of  this  Act,  is 
clearly  established  by  State  law  as  industrial  or  commercial:  and  any 
such  segment  excluded  from  the  application  of  such  standards  shall 
not  be  considered  in  computing  the  increase  of  the  Federal  share 
payable  on  account  thereof. 

(c)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  109  of  this  title, 
if  an  agreement  pursuant  to  this  section  has  been  entered  into  with 
any  State  prior  to  July  1,  1963,  the  Federal  share  payable  on  ac¬ 
count  of  any  project  on  the  Interstate  System  within  that  State 
provided  for  by  funds  authorized  under  the  provisions  of  section 
108(b)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956,  as  amended  by 
section  8  of  the  Federal -Aid  Highway  Act  of  1958,  to  which  the 
national  policy  and  the  agreement  apply,  shall  be  increased  by  one- 
half  of  one  per  centum  of  the  total  cost  thereof,  not  including  any 
additional  cost  that  may  be  incurred  in  the  carrying  out  of  the  agree¬ 
ment.  The  increase  in  the  Federal  share  which  is  payable  hereunder 
shall  be  paid  only  from  appropriations  from  moneys  in  the  Treasury 
not  otherwise  appropriated,  which  such  appropriations  are  hereby 
authorized. 

(d)  Whenever  any  portion  of  the  Interstate  System  is  located 
upon  or  adjacent  to  any  public  lands  or  reservations  of  the  United 
States,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  may  make  such  arrangements  and 
enter  into  such  agreements  with  the  agency  having  jurisdiction  over 
such  lands  or  reservations  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the 
national  policy  set  forth  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  and  any 
such  agency  is  authorized  and  directed  to  cooperate  fully  with  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  in  this  connection. 

(e)  Whenever  a  State  shall  acquire  by  purchase  or  condemnation 
the  right  to  advertise  or  regulate  advertising  in  an  area  adjacent  to 
the  right-of-way  of  a  project  on  the  Interstate  System  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  implementing  this  section,  the  cost  of  such  acquisition  shall 
be  considered  as  a  part  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  such  project  and 
Federal  funds  may  be  used  to  pay  the  Federal  pro  rata  share  of  such 
cost.  Reimbursement  to  the  State  shall  be  made  only  with  respect 
to  that  portion  of  such  cost  which  does  not  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the 
cost  of  the  right-of-way  for  such  project. 

§  132.  Payments  on  Federal-aid  projects  undertaken  by  a  Federal 
agency 

Where  a  proposed  Federal-aid  project  is  to  be  undertaken  by  a 
Federal  agency  pursuant  to  an  agreement  between  a  State  and  such 
Federal  agency  and  the  State  makes  a  deposit  with  or  payment  to 
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such  Federal  agency  as  may  be  required  in  fulfillment  of  the  State’s 
obligation  under  such  agreement  for  the  work  undertaken  or  to  be 
undertaken  by  such  Federal  agency,  the  Secretary,  upon  execution 
of  a  project  agreement  with  such  State  for  the  proposed  Federal-aid 
project,  may  reimburse  the  State  out  of  the  appropriate  appropria¬ 
tions  the  estimated  Federal  share  under  the  provisions  of  this  title 
of  the  State’s  obligation  so  deposited  or  paid  by  such  State.  Upon 
completion  of  such  project  and  its  acceptance  by  the  Secretary,  an 
adjustment  shall  be  made  in  such  Federal  share  payable  on  account 
of  such  project  based  on  the  final  cost  thereof.  Any  sums  reimbursed 
to  the  State  under  this  section  which  may  be  in  excess  of  the  Federal 
pro  rata  share  under  the  provisions  of  this  title  of  the  State’s  share 
of  the  cost  as  set  forth  in  the  approved  final  voucher  submitted  by 
the  State  shall  be  recovered  and  credited  to  the  same  class  of  funds 
from  which  the  Federal  payment  under  this  section  was  made. 

§  133.  Relocation  assistance 

(a)  As  used  in  this  section  the  term  “ eligible  person”  means  any  indi¬ 
vidual,  jamily,  business  concern  ( including  the  operation  oj  a  j arm)  and  ( 
nonprotit  organization  to  be  displaced  by  construction  of  a  project. 

(b)  The  Secretary  prior  to  his  approval  of  any  project  under  section 
106  of  this  title  for  right-of-way  acquisition  or  actual  construction  shall 
require  the  State  highway  department  to  give  satisfactory  assurance  that 
there  exists  one  or  more  feasible  methods  ( including  relocation  advisory 
assistance )  for  the  relocation  of  families  displaced  by  acquisition  or 
clearance  of  rights-of-way  for  any  Federal-aid  highway. 

( c )  The  Secretary  shall  approve,  as  a  paid  of  the  cost  of  construction 
of  a  project  on  any  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  systems,  such  relocation 
payments  as  may  be  made  by  a  State  highway  department,  or  a  local 
public  agency  acting  as  an  agent  for  the  State  highway  department  for 
this  purpose,  to  eligible  persons  for  their  reasonable  and  necessary  moving 
expenses  caused  by  their  displacement  from  real  property  acquired  for 
such  project.  However,  the  Secretary  shall  not  require  a  State  to  pay 
relocation  payments  where  not  authorized  by  State  law. 

(d)  Payments  under  this  section  shall  be  subject  to  such  rules  and 
regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  and  shall  not  exceed 
$ 200  in  the  case  of  an  individual  or  family,  or  $3,000  in  the  case  of  a 
business  concern  ( including  the  operation  of  a  farm)  or  nonprofit  organi¬ 
zation.  In  the  case  of  a  business  ( including  the  operation  of  a  farm)  ( 
and  in  the  case  of  a  nonprofit  organization,  the  allowable  expenses  for 
transportation  under  this  subsection  shall  not  exceed  the  cost  of  moving 
50  miles  from  the  point  from  which  such  business  or  organization  is  being 
displaced.  Such  rules  and  regulations  may  include  provisions  author¬ 
izing  reimbursement  for  payments  made  to  individuals  and  families  of 
fixed  amounts  ( not  to  exceed  $200  in  any  case)  in  lieu  of  their  respective 
reasonable  and  necessary  moving  expenses. 

(e)  This  section  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  projects  approved 
under  section  1 06  of  this  title  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  section. 

§  134.  Transportation  planning  in  certain  urban  areas 

It  is  declared  to  be  in  the  national  interest  to  encourage  and  promote 
the  development  of  transportation  systems,  embracing  various  modes  of 
transport  in  a  manner  that  will  serve  the  States  and  local  communities 
efficiently  and  effectively.  To  accomplish  this  objective  the  Secretary 
shall  cooperate  with  the  States,  as  authorized  in  this  title,  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  long-range  highway  plans  and  programs  which  are  properly 
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coordinated,  with  plans  for  improvements  in  other  affected  forms  of 
transportation  and  which  are  formulated  with  due  consideration  to  their 
probable  effect  on  the  future  development  of  urban  areas  of  more  than 
-fifty  thousand  population.  After  July  1,  1965,  the  Secretary  shall  not 
approve  under  section  105  of  this  title  any  program  for  projects  in  any 
urban  area  of  more  than  fifty  thousand  population  unless  he  finds  that 
such  projects  are  based  on  a  continuing  comprehensive  transportation 
planning  process  carried  on  cooperatively  by  States  and  local  commu¬ 
nities  in  conformance  with  the  objectives  stated  in  this  section. 

CHAPTER  2— OTHER  HIGHWAYS 

Sec 

201.  Authorizations. 

202.  Apportionment  or  allocation. 

203.  Availability  of  funds. 

204.  Forest  highways. 

205.  Forest  development  roads  and  trails. 

206.  Park  roads  and  trails. 

207.  Parkways. 

208.  Indian  reservation  roads. 

209.  Public  lands  highways. 

210.  Defense  access  roads. 

211.  Timber  access  road  hearings. 

212.  Inter-American  Highway. 

213.  Rama  Road. 

214-  Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails. 

§  201.  Authorizations 

The  provisions  of  this  title  shall  apply  to  all  unappropriated  author¬ 
izations  contained  in  prior  Acts,  and  also  to  all  unexpended  appro¬ 
priations  heretofore  made,  providing  for  the  expenditure  of  Federal 
funds  on  the  following  classes  of  highways:  Forest  highways,  forest 
development  roads  and  trails,  park  roads  and  trails,  parkways,  Indian 
reservation  roads,  public  lands  highways,  and  defense  access  roads. 
All  such  authorizations  and  appropriations  shall  continue  in  full  force 
and  effect,  but  hereafter  obligations  entered  into  and  expenditures 
made  pursuant  thereto  shall  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  title. 

§  202.  Apportionment  or  allocation 

(a)  On  or  before  January  1  next  preceding  the  commencement  of 
each  fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  the  sums  authorized  to 
be  appropriated  for  such  fiscal  year  for  forest  highways  in  the  several 
States,  according  to  the  area  and  value  of  the  land  owned  by  the 
United  States  within  the  national  forests  therein,  which  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  is  directed  to  determine  and  certify  to  the  Secretary 
from  such  information,  sources,  and  departments  as  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  may  deem  most  accurate. 

(b)  Sums  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  forest  development 
roads  and  trails  shall  be  allocated  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
according  to  the  relative  needs  of  the  various  national  forests,  taking 
into  consideration  the  existing  transportation  facilities,  value  of  tim¬ 
ber  or  other  resources  served,  relative  fire  danger,  and  comparative 
difficulties  of  road  and  trail  construction. 

(c)  Sums  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  public  lands  highways 
shall  be  allocated  by  the  Secretary  among  those  States  having  unap¬ 
propriated  or  unreserved  public  lands,  nontaxable  Indian  lands,  or 
other  Federal  reservations,  on  the  basis  of  need  in  such  States,  respec¬ 
tively,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  upon  application  of  the  State 
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highway  departments  of  the  respective  States.  Preference  shall  be 
given  to  those  projects  which  are  located  on  a  Federal-aid  system. 

§  203.  Availability  of  funds 

Funds  authorized  for  forest  highways,  forest  development  roads 
and  trails,  public  lands  development  roads  and  trails,  park  roads  and 
trails,  parkways,  Indian  reservation  roads,  and  public  lands  highways 
shall  be  available  for  contract  upon  apportionment,  or  a  date  not 
earlier  than  one  year  preceding  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year 
for  which  authorized  if  no  apportionment  is  required.  Any  amount 
remaining  unexpended  for  a  period  of  two  years  after  the  close  of 
the  fiscal  year  for  which  authorized  shall  lapse.  The  Secretary 
of  the  Department  charged  with  the  administration  of  such  funds 
is  granted  authority  to  incur  obligations,  approve  projects,  and 
enter  into  contracts  under  such  authorizations  and  his  action  in  doing 
so  shall  be  deemed  a  contractual  obligation  of  the  United  States  for 
the  payment  of  the  cost  thereof  and  such  funds  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  been  expended  when  so  obligated.  Any  funds  heretofore  or  . 
hereafter  authorized  for  any  fiscal  year  for  forest  highways,  forest  { 
development  roads  and  trails,  public  lands  development  roads  and  trails, 
park  roads  and  trails,  parkways,  Indian  roads,  and  public  lands  high¬ 
ways  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the 
total  of  the  sums  authorized  for  such  fiscal  year  and  previous  fiscal 
years  since  and  including  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1955,  shall 
have  been  obligated.  Any  of  such  funds  released  by  payment  of 
final  voucher  or  modification  of  project  authorizations  shall  be  credited 
to  the  balance  of  unobligated  authorizations  and  be  immediately 
available  for  expenditure. 

§  204.  Forest  highways 

(a)  Funds  available  for  forest  highways  shall  be  used  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  construction  and  maintenance  thereof.  In 
connection  therewith,  the  Secretary  may  enter  into  construction  con¬ 
tracts  and  such  other  contracts  with  a  State,  or  civil  subdivision  thereof 
as  he  deems  advisable. 

(b)  Cooperation  of  States,  counties,  or  other  local  subdivisions,  may 
be  accepted  but  shall  not  be  required  by  the  Secretary. 

(c)  Construction  estimated  to  cost  $5,000  or  more  per  mile,  exclusive 
of  bridges,  shall  be  advertised  and  let  to  contract.  If  such  estimated  { 
cost  is  less  than  $5,000  per  mile  or  if,  after  proper  advertising,  no 
acceptable  bid  is  received  or  the  bids  are  deemed  excessive,  the  work 
may  be  done  by  the  Secretary  on  his  own  account.  For  such  purpose, 
the  Secretary  may  purchase,  lease,  hire,  rent,  or  otherwise  obtain  all 
necessary  supplies,  materials,  tools,  equipment,  and  facilities  required 

to  perform  the  work,  and  may  pay  wages,  salaries,  and  other  expenses 
for  help  employed  in  connection  with  such  work. 

(d)  All  appropriations  for  forest  highways  shall  be  administered 
in  conformity  with  regulations  jointly  approved  by  the  Secretary  and 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

(e)  The  Secretary  shall  transfer  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
from  appropriations  for  forest  highways  such  amounts  as  may  be 
needed  to  cover  necessary  administrative  expenses  of  the  Forest  Service 
in  connection  with  the  forest-highway  program. 

(f)  Funds  available  for  forest  highways  shall  be  available  for 
adjacent  vehicular  parking  areas  and  for  sanitary,  water,  and  fire 
control  facilities. 
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§  205.  Forest  development  roads  and  trails 

(a)  Funds  available  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  shall 
be  used  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  con¬ 
struction  and  maintenance  thereof,  including  roads  and  trails,  on 
experimental  areas  under  Forest  Service  administration.  In  connec¬ 
tion  therewith,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  enter  into  contracts 
with  a  State  or  civil  subdivision  thereof,  and  issue  such  regulations  as 
he  deems  advisable. 

(b)  Cooperation  of  States,  counties,  or  other  local  subdivisions  may 
be  accepted  but  shall  not  be  required  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

(c)  Construction  estimated  to  cost  $10,000  or  more  per  mile,  exclu¬ 
sive  of  bridges,  shall  be  advertised  and  let  to  contract.  If  such  esti¬ 
mated  cost  is  less  than  $10,000  per  mile  or  if,  after  proper  advertising, 
no  acceptable  bid  is  received  or  the  bids  are  deemed  excessive,  the  work 
may  be  done  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  on  his  own  account. 
For  such  purpose,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  purchase,  lease, 
hire,  rent,  or  otherwise  obtain  all  necessary  supplies,  materials,  tools, 

)  equipment,  and  facilities  required  to  perform  the  work,  and  may  pay 
wages,  salaries,  and  other  expenses  for  help  employed  in  connection 
with  such  work. 

(d)  Funds  available  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  shall 
be  available  for  adjacent  vehicular  parking  areas  and  for  sanitary, 
water,  and  fire  control  facilities. 

§  206.  Park  roads  and  trails 

(a)  Funds  available  for  park  roads  and  trails  shall  be  used  to  pay 
for  the  cost  of  construction  and  improvement  thereof. 

(b)  Appropriations  for  the  construction  and  improvement  of  park 
roads  shall  be  administered  in  conformity  with  regulations  jointly 
approved  by  the  Secretary  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

§  207.  Parkways 

(a)  Funds  available  for  parkways  shall  be  used  to  pay  for  the  cost 
of  construction  and  improvement  thereof. 

(b)  Appropriations  for  the  construction  of  parkways  shall  be 
administered  in  conformity  with  regulations  jointly  approved  by  the 
Secretary  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

.  (c)  The  location  of  parkways  upon  public  lands,  national  forests, 

’  or  other  Federal  reservations,  shall  be  determined  by  agreement  be¬ 
tween  the  department  having  jurisdiction  over  such  lands  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

§  208.  Indian  reservation  roads 

(a)  Funds  available  for  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges  shall 
be  used  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  construction  and  improvement  thereof. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  approve  the  location,  type,  and  design  of 
all  projects  for  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges  before  any  ex¬ 
penditures  are  made  thereon  and  all  construction  thereof  shall  be  under 
the  general  supervision  of  the  Secretary. 

(c)  Indian  labor  may  be  employed  in  such  construction  and  im¬ 
provement  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

(d)  Cooperation  of  States,  counties,  or  other  local  subdivisions 
may  be  accepted  in  such  construction  and  improvement,  and  any 
funds,  received  from  a  State,  county,  or  local  subdivision  shall  be 
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credited  to  appropriations  available  for  Indian  reservation  roads 
and  bridges. 

§  209.  Public  lands  highways 

(a)  Funds  available  for  public  lands  highways  shall  be  used  by  the 
Secretary  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  construction  and  maintenance  thereof. 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  cooperate  with  the  State  highway 
departments  and  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Department  having  juris¬ 
diction  over  the  particular  lands,  in  the  survey,  construction,  and 
maintenance  of  public  lands  highways. 

(c)  The  provisions  of  section  112  of  this  title  are  applicable  to  public 
lands  highways. 

§  210.  Defense  access  roads 

(a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  out  of  the  funds  appropriated  for 
defense  access  roads,  to  provide  for  the  construction  and  maintenance 
of  defense  access  roads  (including  bridges,  tubes,  and  tunnels  thereon) 
to  military  reservations,  to  defense  industries  and  defense  industry 
sites,  and  to  the  sources  of  raw  materials  when  such  roads  are  certified  { 
to  the  Secretary  as  important  to  the  national  defense  by  the  Secretary 

of  Defense  or  such  other  official  as  the  President  may  designate,  and 
for  replacing  existing  highways  and  highway  connections  that  are  shut 
off  from  the  general  public  use  by  necessary  closures  or  restrictions  at 
military  reservations  and  defense  industry  sites. 

(b)  Funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  shall  be 
available,  without  regard  to  apportionment  among  the  several  States, 
for  paying  all  or  any  part  of  the  cost  of  the  construction  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  defense  access  roads. 

(c)  Not  exceeding  $5,000,000  of  any  funds  appropriated  under 
the  Act  approved  October  16,  1951  (65  Stat.  422),  may  be  used  by 
the  Secretary  in  areas  certified  to  him  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  as 
maneuver  areas  for  such  construction,  maintenance,  and  repair  work 
as  may  be  necessary  to  keep  the  highways  therein,  which  have  been 
or  may  be  used  for  training  of  the  Armed  Forces,  in  suitable  condi¬ 
tion  for  such  training  purposes  and  for  repairing  the  damage  caused 
to  such  highways  by  the  operations  of  men  and  equipment  in  such 
training. 

(d)  Whenever  any  project  for  the  construction  of  a  circumferential 
highway  around  a  city  or  of  a  radial  intracity  route  thereto  submitted  ( 
by  any  State  is  certified  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  or  such  other 
official  as  the  President  may  designate,  as  being  important  for  civilian 
or  military  defense,  such  project  may  be  constructed  out  of  the  funds 
heretofore  or  hereafter  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  defense  access 
roads. 

(e)  If  the  Secretary  shall  determine  that  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  of  any  State  is  unable  to  obtain  possession  and  the  right  to  enter 
upon  and  use  the  required  rights-of-way,  lands,  or  interest  in  lands, 
improved  or  unimproved,  required  for  any  project  authorized  by  this 
section  with  sufficient  promptness,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  ac¬ 
quire,  enter  upon,  take  possession  thereof,  and  expend  funds  for  proj¬ 
ects  thereon,  prior  to  approval  of  title  by  the  Attorney  General,  in 
the  name  of  the  United  States,  such  rights-of-way,  lands,  or  interest 
in  lands  as  may  be  required  in  such  State  for  such  projects  by  pur¬ 
chase,  donation,  condemnation,  or  otherwise  in  accordance  with  the 
laws  of  the  United  States  (including  the  Act  of  February  26,  1931; 
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46  Stat.  1421).  The  cost  incurred  by  the  Secretary  in  acquiring  any 
such  rights-of-way,  lands,  or  interest  in  lands  may  include  the  cost 
of  examination  and  abstract  of  title,  certificate  of  title,  advertising, 
and  any  fees  incidental  to  such  acquisition;  and  shall  be  payable  out 
of  the  funds  available  for  paying  the  cost  or  the  Federal  share  of  the 
cost  of  the  project  for  which  such  rights-of-way,  lands,  or  interests 
in  lands  are  acquired.  The  Secretary  is  further  authorized  and  di¬ 
rected  by  proper  deed  executed  in  the  name  of  the  United  States  to 
convey  any  lands  or  interests  in  lands  acquired  in  any  State  under  the 
provisions  of  prior  Acts  or  of  this  section  to  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  of  such  State  or  to  such  political  subdivision  thereof  as  its  laws 
may  provide,  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  may  be  agreed  upon 
by  the  Secretary  and  the  State  highway  department,  or  political 
subdivisions  to  which  the  conveyance  is  to  be  made. 

(f)  The  provisions  of  section  112  of  this  title  are  applicable  to 
defense  access  roads. 

(g)  If  the  Secretary  shall  determine  that  it  is  necessary  for  the 
expeditious  completion  of  any  defense  access  road  project  he  may 

)  advance  to  any  State  out  of  funds  appropriated  for  defense  access 
roads  transferred  and  available  to  the  Department  of  Commerce  the 
Federal  share  of  the  cost  of  construction  thereof  to  enable  the  State 
highway  department  to  make  prompt  payments  for  acquisition  of 
rights-of-way,  and  for  the  construction  as  it  progresses.  The  sums  so 
advanced  shall  be  deposited  in  a  special  fund  by  the  State  official 
authorized  by  State  law  to  receive  such  funds,  to  be  disbursed  solely 
upon  vouchers  approved  by  the  State  highway  department  for  rights- 
of-way  which  have  been  or  are  being  acquired  and  for  construction 
which  has  been  actually  performed  under  this  section.  Upon  deter¬ 
mination  by  the  Secretary  that  funds  advanced  to  any  State  under  the 
provisions  of  this  subsection  are  no  longer  required,  the  amount  of 
the  advance  which  is  determined  to  be  in  excess  of  requirements  for  the 
project  shall  be  repaid  upon  his  demand,  and  such  repayments  shall 
be  returned  to  the  credit  of  the  appropriation  from  which  the  funds 
were  advanced. 

(h)  Funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  shall  be 
available  to  pay  the  cost  of  repairing  damage  caused  to  highways  by 
the  operation  of  vehicles  and  equipment  in  the  construction  of  classified 

k  military  installations  and  facilities  for  ballistic  missiles  if  the  Secre- 

'  tary  shall  determine  that  the  State  highway  department  of  any  State 
is,  or  has  been,  unable  to  prevent  such  damage  by  restrictions  upon  the 
use  of  such  highways  without  interference  with,  or  delay  in,  the  com¬ 
pletion  of  a  contract  for  the  construction  of  such  military  reservations 
or  installations.  This  subsection  shall  apply  notwithstanding  any 
provision  of  contract  holding  a  party  thereto  responsible  for  such 
damage,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his  designee  shall  determine, 
in  fact,  that  construction  estimates  and  the  bid  of  such  party  did  not 
include  allowance  for  repairing  such  damage.  This  subsection  shall 
apply  to  damage  caused  by  construction  work  commenced  prior  to 
June  1,  1961,  and  still  in  progress  on  that  date  and  construction  work 
which  is  commenced  or  for  which  a  contract  is  awarded  on  or  after 
June  1,  1961. 

§  211.  Timber  access  road  hearings 

With  respect  to  any  proposed  construction  of  a  timber  access  road 
from  funds  authorized  for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  sections  204, 
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205,  and  210  of  this  title,  advisory  public  hearings  may  be  held  at  a 
place  of  2  convenient  or  adjacent  to  the  area  of  construction  with  notice 
and  reasonable  opportunity  for  interested  persons  to  present  their 
views  as  to  the  practicability  and  feasibility  of  such  construction. 

§  212.  Inter-American  Highway 

(a)  Funds  appropriated  for  the  In  ter- American  Highway  shall  be 
used  to  enable  the  United  States  to  cooperate  with  the  Governments 
of  the  American  Republics  situated  in  Central  America — that  is,  with 
the  Governments  of  the  Republic  of  Costa  Rica,  El  Salvador,  Guate¬ 
mala,  Honduras,  Nicaragua,  and  Panama — in  the  survey  and  con¬ 
struction  of  the  Inter-American  Highway  within  the  borders  of  the 
aforesaid  Republics,  respectively.  Not  to  exceed  one-third  of  the 
appropriation  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  may  be  expended  with¬ 
out  requiring  the  country  or  countries  in  which  such  funds  may  be 
expended  to  match  any  part  thereof,  if  the  Secretary  of  State  shall 
find  that  the  cost  of  constructing  said  highway  in  such  country  or 
countries  will  be  beyond  their  reasonable  capacity  to  bear.  The  re¬ 
mainder  of  such  authorized  appropriations  shall  be  available  for  ex¬ 
penditure  only  when  matched  to  the  extent  required  by  this  section 
by  the  country  in  which  such  expenditure  may  be  made.  Expendi¬ 
tures  from  the  funds  available  on  a  matching  basis  shall  not  be  made 
for  the  survey  and  construction  of  any  portion  of  said  highway  within 
the  borders  of  any  country  named  herein  unless  such  country  shall 
provide  and  make  available  for  expenditure  in  conjunction  therewith 
a  sum  equal  to  at  least  one-third  of  the  expenditures  that  may  be  in¬ 
curred  by  that  Government  and  the  United  States  on  such  portion  of 
the  highway.  All  expenditures  by  the  United  States  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  for  material,  equipment,  and  supplies  shall, 
whenever  practicable,  be  made  for  products  of  the  United  States  or  of 
the  country  in  which  such  survey  or  construction  work  is  being  carried 
on.  Construction  work  to  be  performed  under  contract  shall  be  ad¬ 
vertised  for  a  reasonable  period  by  the  Minister  of  Public  Works,  or 
other  similar  official,  of  the  government  concerned  in  each  of  the  par¬ 
ticipating  countries  and  contracts  shall  be  awarded  pursuant  to  such 
advertisements  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary.  No  part  of  the 
appropriations  authorized  shall  be  available  for  obligation  or  expendi¬ 
ture  for  work  on  said  highway  in  any  cooperating  country  unless  the 
government  of  said  country  shall  have  assented  to  the  provisions  of 
this  section;  shall  have  furnished  satisfactory  assurances  that  it  has 
an  organization  adequately  qualified  to  administer  the  functions 
required  of  such  country  under  the  provisions  hereof;  and  then  only 
as  such  country  may  submit  requests,  from  time  to  time,  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  any  portion  of  the  highway  to  standards  adequate  to 
meet  present  and  future  traffic  needs.  No  part  of  said  appropriations 
shall  be  available  for  obligation  or  expenditure  in  any  such  country 
until  the  government  of  that  country  shall  have  entered  into  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  United  States  which  shall  provide,  in  part,  that  said 
country — 

(1)  will  provide,  without  participation  of  funds  authorized, 
all  necessary  rights-of-way  for  the  construction  of  said  highway, 
which  rights-of-way  shall  be  of  a  minimum  width  where  prac¬ 
ticable  of  one  hundred  meters  in  rural  areas  and  fifty  meters 
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in  municipalities  and  shall  forever  be  held  inviolate  as  a  part  of 
the  highway  for  public  use; 

(2)  will  not  impose  any  highway  toll,  or  permit  any  such  toll 
to  be  charged,  for  use  by  vehicles  or  persons  of  any  portion  of 
said  highway  constructed  under  the  provisions  of  this  section; 

(3)  will  not  levy  or  assess,  directly  or  indirectly,  any  fee,  tax,, 
or  other  charge  for  the  use  of  said  highway  by  vehicles  or  persons; 
from  the  United  States  that  does  not  apply  equally  to  vehicles  or 
persons  of  such  country; 

(4)  will  continue  to  grant  reciprocal  recognition  of  vehicle 
registration  and  drivers’  licenses  in  accordance  with  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Convention  for  the  Regulation  of  Inter-American 
Automotive  Traffic,  which  was  opened  for  signature  at  the  Pan 
American  Union  in  Washington  on  December  15,  1943,  and  to 
which  such  country  and  the  United  States  are  parties,  or  of  any 
other  treaty  or  international  convention  establishing  similar- 
reciprocal  recognition;  and 

(5)  will  provide  for  the  maintenance  of  said  highway  after  its. 
completion  in  condition  adequately  to  serve  the  needs  of  present 
and  future  traffic. 

(b)  The  survey  and  construction  work  authorized  bv  this  section 
shall  be  under  the  administration  of  the  Secretary,  who  shall  consult 
with  the  appropriate  officials  of  the  Department  of  State  with  respect 
to  matters  involving  the  foreign  relations  of  this  Government,  and 
such  negotiations  with  the  Governments  of  the  American  Republics 
named  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  as  may  be  required  to  carry 
out  the  purposes  of  this  section  shall  be  conducted  through,  or  as- 
authorized  by,  the  Department  of  State. 

(c)  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  not  create  nor  authorize 
the  creation  of  any  obligations  on  the  part  of  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  with  respect  to  any  expenditures  for  highway  construc¬ 
tion  or  survey  heretofore  or  hereafter  undertaken  in  any  of  the  coun¬ 
tries  enumerated  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  other  than  the  ex¬ 
penditures  authorized  by  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

(d)  Appropriations  made  pursuant  to  any  authorizations  hereto¬ 
fore,  or  hereafter  enacted  for  the  Inter-American  Highway  shall  be 
considered  available  for  expenditure  by  the  Secretary  for  necessary 
administrative  and  engineering  expenses  in  connection  with  the  Inter- 
American  Highway  program. 

§  213.  Rama  Road 

(a)  Recognizing  the  mutual  benefits  that  will  accrue  to  the  Repub¬ 
lic.  of  Nicaragua  and  to  the  United  States  from  the  completion  of  the 
road  from  San  Benito  to  Rama  in  said  Republic  of  Nicaragua,  the 
construction  of  which  road  was  begun  and  partially  completed  pur¬ 
suant  to  an  agreement  between  said  Republic  and  the  United  States,, 
the  Secretary  is  authorized  out  of  the  funds  appropriated  for  such 
purposes  to  provide  for  the  construction  of  such  road.  Appropria¬ 
tions  made  for  such  purposes  shall  remain  available  until  expended. 
No  expenditure  shall  be  made  hereunder  for  the  construction  of  said 
road  until  a  request  therefor  shall  have  been  received  by  the  Secretary 
of  State  from  the  Government  of  the  Republic  of  Nicaragua  nor 
until  an  agreement  shall  have  been  entered  into  by  said  Republic; 
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with  the  Secretary  of  State  which  shall  provide,  in  part,  that  said 
Republic — - 

(1)  will  provide,  without  participation  of  funds  authorized 
under  this  title,  or  under  prior  Acts,  all  necessary  right-of-way 
for  the  construction  of  said  highway,  which  right-of-way  shall 
be  of  a  minimum  width,  where  practicable,  of  one  hundred 
meters  in  rural  areas  and  fifty  meters  in  municipalities  and  shall 
forever  be  held  inviolate  as  a  part  of  the  highway  for  public  use; 

(2)  will  not  impose  any  highway  toll,  or  permit  any  such  toll  to 
be  charged  for  the  use  of  said  highway  by  vehicles  or  persons; 

(3)  will  not  levy  or  assess,  directly  or  indirectly,  any  fee,  tax, 
or  other  charge  for  the  use  of  said  road  by  vehicles  or  persons 
from  the  United  States  that  does  not  apply  ecpially  to  vehicles 
or  persons  of  such  Republic; 

(4)  will  continue  to  grant  reciprocal  recognition  of  vehicle  reg¬ 
istration  and  drivers’  licenses  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Convention  for  the  Regulation  of  Inter- American  Auto¬ 
motive  Traffic,  which  was  opened  for  signature  at  the  Pan 
American  Union  in  Washington  on  December  15,  1943,  and  to 
which  such  Republic  and  the  United  States  are  parties;  or 
any  other  treaty  or  international  convention  establishing  similar 
reciprocal  recognition;  and 

(5)  will  maintain  said  road  after  its  completion  in  proper 
condition  adequately  to  serve  the  needs  of  present  and  future 
traffic. 

(b)  The  funds  appropriated  for  such  purposes  shall  be  available 
for  expenditure  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  this  section  for  the 
survey  and  construction  of  said  road  from  San  Benito  to  Rama  in  the 
Republic  of  Nicaragua  without  being  matched  by  said  Republic,  and 
all  expenditures  made  under  the  provisions  of  this  section  for  mate¬ 
rials,  equipment,  and  supplies,  shall,  whenever  practicable,  be  made 
for  products  of  the  United  States  or  of  the  Republic  of  Nicaragua. 

(c)  The  survey  and  construction  work  undertaken  pursuant  to  this 
section  shall  be  under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Secretary. 

§  214.  Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails 

(а)  Funds  available  for  public  lands  development  roads  and  trails  shall 
be  used  to  pay  the  cost  of  construction  and  improvement  of  such  roads  and 
trails. 

(б)  Funds  available  for  public  lands  development  roads  and  trails  shall 
be  available  for  adjacent  vehicular  parking  areas  and  for  sanitary ,  water, 
and  lire  control  facilities. 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall  approve  the  location,  type,  and  design  of  all 
projects  for  public  lands  development  roads  and  trails  before  any  expendi¬ 
tures  are  made  thereon  and  all  construction  thereof  shall  be  under  the 
general  supervision  of  the  Secretary. 

CHAPTER  3.  GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec. 

301.  Freedom  from  tolls. 

302.  State  highway  department. 

303.  Bureau  organization. 

304.  Participation  by  small-business  enterprises. 

305.  Archeological  and  paleontological  salvage. 

306.  Mapping. 

307.  Research  and  planning. 

308.  Cooperation  with  Federal  and  State  agencies  and  foreign  countries. 
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309.  Cooperation  with  other  American  Republics. 

310.  Civil  Defense. 

311.  Highway  improvements  strategically  important  to  the  national  defense. 

312.  Detail  of  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force  officers. 

313.  Highway  Safety  Conference. 

314.  Relief  of  employees  in  hazardous  work. 

315.  Rules,  regulations,  and  recommendations. 

316.  Consent  by  United  States  to  conveyance  of  property. 

317.  Appropriation  for  highway  purposes  of  lands  or  interest  in  lands  owned  by 

the  United  States. 

318.  Highway  relocation  due  to  airport. 

319.  Landscaping. 

320.  Bridges  on  Federal  dams. 

§  301.  Freedom  from  toils 

Except  as  provided  in  section  129  of  this  title  with  respect  to  certain 
toll  bridges  and  toll  tunnels,  all  highways  constructed  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  title  shall  be  free  from  tolls  of  all  kinds. 

§  302.  State  highway  department 

(a)  Any  State  desiring  to  avail  itself  of  the  provisions  of  this  title 
shall  have  a  State  highway  department  which  shall  have  adequate 
powers,  and  be  suitably  equipped  and  organized  to  discharge  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  the  duties  required  by  this  title.  Among 
other  things,  the  organization  shall  include  a  secondary  road  unit. 

(b)  The  State  highway  department  may  arrange  with  a  county  or 
group  of  counties  for  competent  highway  engineering  personnel  suit¬ 
ably  organized  and  equipped  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  State  highway 
department,  to  supervise  construction  and  maintenance  on  a  county- 
unit  or  group-unit  basis,  for  the  construction  of  projects  on  the  Federal- 
aid  secondary  system,  financed  with  secondary  funds,  and  for  the 
maintenance  thereof. 

§  303.  Bureau  organization 

(a)  The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  shall  be  in  the  Department  of 
Commerce  as  a  primary  unit  administered  by  the  Federal  Highway 
Administrator,  appointed  by  the  President  by  and  with  the  advice 
and  consent  of  the  Senate.  The  Administrator  shall  receive  basic 
compensation  at  the  rate  prescribed  by  law  for  Assistant  Secretaries 
of  executive  departments  and  shall  perform  such  duties  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  may  prescribe  or  as  may  be  required  by  law.  There 
shall  be  a  Deputy  Federal  Highway  Administrator,  who  shall  be 
appointed  by  the  Secretary  and  perform  such  duties  as  may  be  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Federal  Highway  Administrator.  The  Deputy  Fed¬ 
eral  Highway  Administrator  shall  receive  basic  compensation  at  a 
rate  of  $1,000  less  than  the  rate  provided  for  the  Federal  Highway 
Administrator. 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  employ  such  assistants,  clerks, 
and  other  persons  in  the  city  of  Washington  and  elsewhere,  to  be  taken 
from  the  eligible  lists  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  to  rent  build¬ 
ings  outside  of  the  city  of  Washington,  to  purchase  such  supplies, 
material,  equipment,  office  fixtures  and  apparatus,  to  advertise  in  the 
city  of  Washington  for  work  to  be  performed  in  areas  adjacent  there¬ 
to,  and  to  incur,  and  authorize  the  incurring  of,  such  travel  and  other 
expenses  as  he  may  deem  necessary  for  carrying  out  the  functions 
under  this  title. 

(c)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  procure  temporary  services  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
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1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a),  but  at  rates  for  individuals  not  in  excess  of 
$100  per  diem. 

§  304.  Participation  by  small  business  enterprises 

It  is  declared  to  be  in  the  national  interest  to  encourage  and  develop 
the  actual  and  potential  capacity  of  small  business  and  to  utilize  this 
important  segment  of  our  economy  to  the  fullest  practicable  extent 
in  construction  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  systems,  including  the  In¬ 
terstate  System.  In  order  to  carry  out  that  intent  and  encourage  full 
and  free  competition,  the  Secretary  should  assist,  insofar  as  feasible, 
small  business  enterprises  in  obtaining  contracts  in  connection  with 
the  prosecution  of  the  highway  program. 

§  305.  Archeological  and  paleontological  salvage 

Funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  carry  out  this  title  to  the 
extent  approved  as  necessary  by  the  highway  department  of  any 
State,  may  be  used  for  archeological  and  paleontological  salvage  in 
that  State  in  compliance  with  the  Act  entitled  "An  Act  for  the  pres¬ 
ervation  of  American  antiquities”,  approved  June  8,  1906  (34  Stat. 
225),  and  State  laws  where  applicable. 

§  306.  Mapping 

In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  title,  the  Secretary  may, 
wherever  practicable,  authorize  the  use  of  photogrammetric  methods 
in  mapping,  and  the  utilization  of  commercial  enterprise  for  such 
services. 

§  307.  Research  and  planning 

(a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  in  his  discretion  to  engage  in 
research  on  all  phases  of  highway  construction,  modernization,  de¬ 
velopment,  design,  maintenance,  safety,  financing,  and  traffic  condi¬ 
tions,  including  the  effect  thereon  of  State  laws  and  is  authorized  to 
test,  develop,  or  assist  in  the  testing  and  developing  of  any  material, 
invention,  patented  article,  or  process.  The  Secretary  may  publish 
the  results  of  such  research.  The  Secretary  may  carry  out  the  au¬ 
thority  granted  hereby,  either  independently,  or  in  cooperation  with 
any  other  branch  of  the  Government,  State  agency,  authority,  asso¬ 
ciation,  institution,  corporation  (profit  or  nonprofit),  or  any  other 
organization,  or  person.  The  funds  required  to  carry  out  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  subsection  shall  be  taken  out  of  the  administrative  and 
research  funds  authorized  by  section  104  of  this  title  and  such  funds 
as  may  be  deposited  in  a  special  account  with  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  for  such  purposes  by  any  cooperating  organization  or  per¬ 
son.  The  provisions  of  section  3709  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
amended  (41  U.S.C.  5),  shall  not  be  applicable  to  contracts  or  agree¬ 
ments  made  under  the  authority  of  this  subsection. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  include  in  the  highway  research  program 
herein  authorized  studies  of  economic  highway  geometries,  structures, 
and  desirable  weight  and  size  standards  for  vehicles  using  the  public 
highways  and  of  the  feasibility  of  uniformity  in  State  regulations 
with  respect  to  such  standards  and  he  shall  report  from  time  to  time 
to  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  on  the  progress  and  findings  with  respect  to  such 
studies. 

(c)  (jf)  Not  to  exceed  1  %  per  centum  of  the  sums  apportioned  for 
[any  year]  each  fiscal  year  prior  to  the  fiscal  year  1964  to  any  State 
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under  section  104  of  this  title  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  upon 
request  of  the  State  highway  department,  with  the  approval  of  the 
Secretary,  with  or  without  State  funds,  for  engineering  and  economic 
surveys  and  investigations,  for  the  planning  of  future  highway  pro¬ 
grams  and  the  financing  thereof,  for  studies  of  the  economy,  safety, 
and  convenience  of  highway  usage  and  the  desirable  regulation  and 
equitable  taxation  thereof,  and  for  research  necessary  in  connection 
with  the  planning,  design,  construction,  and  maintenance  of  highways 
and  highway  systems,  and  the  regulation  and  taxation  of  their  use. 

(2)  One  and  one-half  per  centum  of  the  sums  apportioned  for  each 
fiscal  year  beginning  with  the  fiscal  year  196 f  to  any  State  under  section 
104  of  this  title  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  by  the  State  highway 
department  only  for  the  purposes  enumerated  in  paragraph  ( 1 )  of  this 
subsection. 

(3)  In  addition  to  the  percentage  provided  in  paragraph  (2)  of  this 
subsection,  not  to  exceed  one-half  of  one  per  centum  of  sums  apportioned 
for  each  fiscal  year  beginning  with  the  fiscal  year  196 4  under  paragraphs 
( 1 ),  ( 2 ),  and  (3)  of  section  104(b)  of  this  title  shall  be  available  for 
expenditure  upon  request  of  the  State  highway  department  for  the  pur¬ 
poses  enumerated  in  paragraph  ( 1 )  of  this  subsection. 

(4)  Sums  made  available  under  paragraphs  ( 2 )  and  (3)  of  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  be  matched  by  the  State  in  accordance  with  section  120  of 
this  title  unless  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  interests  of  the  Federal- 
aid  highway  program  would  be  best  served  without  such  matching. 

§  308.  Cooperation  with  Federal  and  State  agencies  and  foreign 
countries 

(a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  perform  by  contract  or  other¬ 
wise,  authorized  engineering  or  other  services  in  connection  with  the 
survey,  construction,  maintenance,  or  improvement  of  highways  for 
other  Government  agencies,  cooperating  foreign  countries,  and  State 
cooperating  agencies,  and  reimbursement  for  such  services,  which 
may  include  depreciation  on  engineering  and  road-building  equip¬ 
ment  used,  shall  be  credited  to  the  appropriation  concerned. 

(b)  Appropriations  for  the  work  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
shall  be  available  for  expenses  of  warehouse  maintenance  and  the 
procurement,  care,  and  handling  of  supplies,  materials,  and  equip¬ 
ment  for  distribution  to  projects  under  the  supervision  of  the  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads,  or  for  sale  or  distribution  to  other  Government 
agencies,  cooperating  foreign  countries,^  and  State  cooperating  agen¬ 
cies,  and  the  cost  of  such  supplies  and  materials  or  the  value  of  such 
equipment,  including  the  cost  of  transportation  and  handling,  may 
be  reimbursed  to  current  applicable  appropriations. 

§  309.  Cooperation  with  other  American  Republics 

The  President  is  authorized  to  utilize  the  services  of  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  in  fulfilling  the  obligations  of  the  United  States  under 
the  Convention  on  the  Pan-American  Highway  Between  the  United 
States  and  Other  American  Republics  (51  Stat.  152),  cooperating 
with  several  governments,  members  of  the  Organization  of  American 
States,  in  connection  with  the  survey  and  construction  of  the  Inter- 
American  Highway,  and  for  performing  engineering  service  in  the 
other  American  Republics  for  and  upon  the  request  of  any  agency  or 
governmental  corporation  of  the  United  States.  To  the  extent  author¬ 
ized  in  appropriation  acts,  administrative  funds  available  in  accord- 
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ance  with  subsection  (a)  of  section  104  of  this  title  shall  be  available 
annually  for  the  purpose  of  this  section. 

§  310.  Civil  defense 

In  order  to  assure  that  adequate  consideration  is  given  to  civil 
defense  aspects  in  the  planning  and  construction  of  highways  con¬ 
structed  or  reconstructed  with  the  aid  of  Federal  funds,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  and  directed  to  consult,  from  time  to 
time,  with  the  Federal  Civil  Defense  Administrator  relative  to  the 
civil  defense  aspects  of  highways  so  constructed  or  reconstructed. 

§  311.  Highway  improvements  strategically  important  to  the  national 
defense 

Funds  made  available  under  subsection  (a)  of  section  104  of  this 
title  may  be  used  to  pay  the  entire  engineering  costs  of  the  surveys, 
plans,  specifications,  estimates,  and  supervision  of  construction  of 
projects  for  such  urgent  improvements  of  highways  strategically  im¬ 
portant  from  the  standpoint  of  the  national  defense  as  may  be  under¬ 
taken  on  the  order  of  the  Secretary  and  as  the  result  of  request  of  the  i 
Secretary  of  Defense  or  such  other  official  as  the  President  may  des-  " 
ignate.  With  the  consent  of  a  State,  funds  made  available  under 
subsection  (b)  of  section  104  of  this  title  may  be  used  to  the  extent 
deemed  necessary  and  advisable  by  the  Secretary  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  this  section. 

§  312.  Detail  of  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force  officers 

The  Secretary  of  Defense,  upon  request  of  the  Secretary,  is  author¬ 
ized  to  make  temporary  details  to  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  of 
officers  of  the  Army,  the  Navy,  and  the  Air  Force,  without  additional 
compensation,  for  technical  advice  and  for  consultation  regarding 
highway  needs  for  the  national  defense.  Travel  and  subsistence  ex¬ 
penses  of  officers  so  detailed  shall  be  paid  from  appropriations  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Department  of  Commerce  on  the  same  basis  as  authorized 
by  law  and  by  regulations  of  the  Department  of  Defense  for  such 
officers. 

§  313.  Highway  Safety  Conference 

The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  directed  to  assist  in  carrying  out 
the  action  program  of  the  President  on  highway  safety,  and  to  co-  . 
operate  with  the  State  highway  departments  and  other  agencies  in  ^ 
this  program  to  advance  the  cause  of  safety  on  highways.  Not  to 
exceed  $150,000  out  of  the  administrative  funds  made  available  in 
accordance  with  subsection  (a)  of  section  104  of  this  title  may  be 
expended  annually  for  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

§  314.  Relief  of  employees  in  hazardous  work 

The  Secretary  is  authorized  in  an  emergency  to  use  appropriations 
to  the  Department  of  Commerce  for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
this  title  for  medical  supplies,  services,  and  other  assistance  necessary 
for  the  immediate  relief  of  employees  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
engaged  in  hazardous  work. 

§  315.  Rules,  regulations,  and  recommendations 

Except  as  provided  in  sections  204(d),  205(a),  206(b),  207(b), 
and  208(c)  of  this  title,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  prescribe  and 
promulgate  all  needful  rules  and  regulations  for  the  carrying  out  of 
the  provisions  of  this  title.  The  Secretary  may  make  such  recom- 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  19  62 


53 


mendations  to  the  Congress  and  State  highway  departments  as  he 
deems  necessary  for  preserving  and  protecting  the  highways  and 
insuring  the  safety  of  traffic  thereon. 

§  316.  Consent  by.United  States  to  conveyance  of  property 

For  the  purposes  of  this  title  the  consent  of  the  United  States  is 
given  to  any  railroad  or  canal  company  to  convey  to  the  State  high¬ 
way  department  of  any  State,  or  its  nominee,  any  part  of  its  right-of- 
way  or  other  property  in  that  State  acquired  by  grant  from  the 
United  States. 

§  317.  Appropriation  for  highway  purposes  of  lands  or  interests  in 
lands  owned  by  the  United  States 

(a)  If  the  Secretary  determines  that  any  part  of  the  lands  or 
interests  in  lands  owned  by  the  United  States  is  reasonably  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  right-of-way  of  any  highway,  or  as  a  source  of  mate¬ 
rials  for  the  construction  or  maintenance  of  any  such  highway  adja¬ 
cent  to  such  lands  or  interests  in  lands,  the  Secretary  shall  file  with 
the  Secretary  of  the  Department  supervising  the  administration  of 
such  lands  or  interests  in  lands  a  map  showing  the  portion  of  such 
lands  or  interests  in  lands  which  it  is  desired  to  appropriate. 

(b)  If  within  a  period  of  four  months  after  such  filing,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  such  Department  shall  not  have  certified  to  the  Secretary  that 
the  proposed  appropriation  of  such  land  or  material  is  contrary  to 
the  public  interest  or  inconsistent  with  the  purposes  for  which  such 
land  or  materials  have  been  reserved,  or  shall  have  agreed  to  the 
appropriation  and  transfer  under  conditions  wffiich  he  deems  necessary 
for  the  adequate  protection  and  utilization  of  the  reserve,  then  such 
land  and  materials  may  be  appropriated  and  transferred  to  the  State 
highway  department,  or  its  nominee,  for  such  purposes  and  subject 
to  the  conditions  so  specified. 

(c)  If  at  any  time  the  need  for  any  such  lands  or  materials  for 
such  purposes  shall  no  longer  exist,  notice  of  the  fact  shall  be  given 
by  the  State  highway  department  to  the  Secretary  and  such  lands  or 
materials  shall  immediately  revert  to  the  control  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Department  from  which  they  had  been  appropriated. 

(d)  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  apply  only  to  projects 
constructed  on  a  Federal-aid  system  or  under  the  provisions  of  chapter 
2  of  this  title. 

§  318.  Highway  relocation  due  to  airport 

Federal  highway  funds  shall  not  be  used  lor  the  reconstruction  or 
relocation  of  any  highway  giving  access  to  an  airport  constructed  or 
extended  after  December  20,  1944,  or  for  the  reconstruction  or  reloca¬ 
tion  of  any  highway  which  has  been  or  may  be  closed  or  the  useful¬ 
ness  of  which  has  been  or  may  be  impaired  by  the  location  or  con¬ 
struction  of  any  airport  constructed  or  extended  after  December  20, 
1944,  unless,  prior  to  such  construction  or  extension,  as  the  case  may 
be,  the  State  highway  department  and  the  Secretary  have  concurred 
with  the  officials  in  charge  of  the  airport  that  the  location  of  such 
airport  or  extension  thereof  and  the  consequent  reconstruction  or 
relocation  of  the  highway  are  in  the  public  interest. 

§  319.  Landscaping 

The  construction  of  highways  by  the  States  with  funds  apportioned 
in  accordance  with  section  104  of  this  title  may  include  such  roadside 


54 


FEDERAL- AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  19  62 


and  landscape  development,  including  such  sanitary  and  other  facili¬ 
ties  as  may  be  deemed  reasonably  necessary  to  provide  for  the  suitable 
accommodation  of  the  public,  all  within  the  highway  right-of-way 
and  adjacent  publicly  owned  or  controlled  rest  and  recreational  areas 
of  limited  size  and  with  provision  for  convenient  and  safe  access 
thereto  by  pedestrian  and  vehicular  traffic,  as  may  be  approved  by  the 
Secretary.  Such  construction  likewise  may  include  the  purchase  of 
such  adjacent  strips  of  land  of  limited  width  and  primary  importance 
for  the  preservation  of  the  natural  beauty  through  which  highways 
are  constructed,  as  may  be  approved  by  the  Secretary.  Not  to  exceed 
3  per  centum  of  such  sums,  apportioned  to  a  State  in  any  fiscal  year 
in  accordance  with  section  104  of  this  title  may  be  used  by  it  for  the 
purchase  of  such  adjacent  strips  of  land  without  being  matched  by 
such  State. 

§  320.  Bridges  on  Federal  dams 

(a)  Each  executive  department,  independent  establishment,  office, 
board,  bureau,  commission,  authority,  administration,  corporation  i 
wholly  owned  or  controlled  by  the  United  States,  or  other  agency  of  " 
the  Government  of  the  United  States,  hereinafter  collectively  and 
individually  referred  to  as  “agency”,  which  on  or  after  July  29,  1946, 
has  jurisdiction  over  and  custody  of  any  dam  constructed  or  to  be 
constructed  and  owned  by  or  for  the  United  States,  is  authorized,  with 
any  funds  available  to  it,  to  design  and  construct  any  such  dam  in 
such  manner  that  it  will  constitute  and  serve  as  a  suitable  and  ade¬ 
quate  foundation  to  support  a  public  highway  bridge  upon  and 
across  such  dam,  and  to  design  and  construct  upon  the  foundation 
thus  provided  a  public  highway  bridge  upon  and  across  such  dam. 
The  highway  department  of  the  State  in  which  such  dam  shall  be 
located,  jointly  with  the  Secretary,  shall  first  determine  and  certify 
to  such  agency  that  such  bridge  is  economically  desirable  and  needed 
as  a  link  in  the  State  or  Federal-aid  highway  systems,  and  shall 
request  such  agency  to  design  and  construct  such  dam  so  that  it  will 
serve  as  a  suitable  and  adequate  foundation  for  a  public  highway 
bridge  and  to  design  and  construct  such  public  highway  bridge  upon 
and  across  such  dam,  and  shall  agree  to  reimburse  such  agency  pursu¬ 
ant  to  subsection  (d)  of  this  section  for  any  additional  costs  which  it 
may  be  required  to  incur  because  of  the  design  and  construction  of  such  4 
dam  so  that  it  will  serve  as  a  foundation  for  a  public  highway  bridge 
and  for  expenditures  which  it  may  find  it  necessary  to  make  in  design¬ 
ing  and  constructing  such  public  highway  bridge  upon  and  across  such 
dam.  In  no  case  shall  the  design  and  construction  of  a  bridge  upon 
and  across  such  dam  be  undertaken  hereunder  except  by  the  agency 
having  jurisdiction  over  and  custody  of  the  dam,  acting  directly  or 
through  contractors  employed  by  it,  and  after  such  agency  shall  deter¬ 
mine  that  it  will  be  structurally  feasible  and  will  not  interfere  with 
the  proper  functioning  and  operation  of  the  dam. 

(b)  Construction  of  any  bridge  upon  and  across  any  dam  pursuant 
to  this  section  shall  not  be  commenced  utdess  and  until  the  State  in 
such  State,  shall  enter  into  an  agreement  with  such  agency  and  with 
which  such  bridge  is  to  be  located,3  or  the  appropriate  subdivision  of 
the  Secretary  to  construct,  or  cause  to  be  constructed,  with  or  without 
the  aid  of  Federal  funds,  the  approach  roads  necessary  to  connect 
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such  bridge  with  existing  public  highways  and  to  maintain,  or  cause 
to  be  maintained,  such  approach  roads  from  and  after  their  completion. 
Such  agreement  may  also  provide  for  the  design  and  construction  of 
such  bridge  upon  and  across  the  dam  by  such  agency  of  the  United 
States  and  for  reimbursing  such  agency  the  costs  incurred  by  it  in 
the  design  and  construction  of  the  bridge  as  provided  in  subsection 
(d)  of  this  section.  Any  such  agency  is  hereby  authorized  to  convey 
to  the  State,  or  to  the  appropriate  subdivision  thereof,  without  costs, 
such  easements  and  rights-of-way  in  its  custody  or  over  lands  of  the 
United  States  in  its  custody  and  control  as  may  be  necessary,  conven¬ 
ient,  or  proper  for  the  location,  construction,  and  maintenance  of  the 
approach  roads  referred  to  in  this  section  including  such  roadside 
parks  or  recreational  areas  of  limited  size  as  may  be  deemed  necessary 
for  the  accommodation  of  the  traveling  public.  Any  bridge  con¬ 
structed  pursuant  to  this  section  upon  and  across  a  dam  in  the  custody 
and  jurisdiction  of  any  agency  of  the  United  States,  including  such 
portion  thereof,  if  any,  as  may  extend  beyond  the  physical  limits  of  the 
dam,  shall  constitute  and  remain  a  part  of  said  dam  and  be  maintained 
by  the  agency.  Any  such  agency  may  enter  into  any  such  contracts 
and  agreements  with  the  State  or  its  subdivisions  respecting  public 
use  of  any  bridge  so  located  and  constructed  as  may  be  deemed  ap¬ 
propriate,  but  no  such  bridge  shall  be  closed  to  public  use  by  the  agency 
except  in  cases  of  emergency  or  when  deemed  necessary  in  the  interest 
of  national  security. 

(c)  All  costs  and  expenses  incurred  and  expenditures  made  by  any 
agency  in  the  exercise  of  the  powers  and  authority  conferred  by  this 
section  (but  not  including  any  costs,  expenses,  or  expenditures  which 
would  have  been  required  in  any  event  to  satisfy  a  legal  road  or  bridge 
relocation  obligation  or  to  meet  operating  or  other  agency  needs) 
shall  be  recorded  and  kept  separate  and  apart  from  the  other  costs, 
expenses,  and  expenditures  of  such  agency,  and  no  portion  thereof 
shall  be  charged  or  allocated  to  flood  control,  navigation,  irrigation, 
fertilizer  production,  the  national  defense,  the  development  of  power, 
or  other  program,  purpose,  or  function  of  such  agency. 

(d)  Not  to  exceed  $13,000,000  of  any  money  heretofore  or  hereafter 
appropriated  for  expenditure  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
this  title  or  prior  Acts  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  by  the 
Secretary  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  section,  as  an 
emergency  fund,  to  reimburse  any  agency  for  any  additional  costs 
or  expenditures  which  it  may  be  required  to  incur  because  of  the 
design  and  construction  of  any  such  dam  so  that  it  will  constitute 
and  serve  as  a  foundation  for  a  public  highway  bridge  upon  and  across 
such  dam  and  to  reimburse  any  such  agency  for  any  costs,  expenses, 
or  expenditures  which  it  may  be  required  to  make  in  designing  and 
constructing  any  such  bridge  upon  and  across  a  dam  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  this  section,  except  such  costs,  expenses,  or 
expenditures  as  would  have  been  required  of  such  agency  in  any 
event  to  satisfy  a  legal  obligation  to  relocate  a  highway  or  bridge  or  to 
meet  operating  or  other  agency  needs,  and  there  is  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  any  sum  or  sums  necessary  to  reimburse  the  funds  so 
expended  by  the  Secretary  from  time  to  time  under  the  authority  of 
this  section.  Of  each  bridge  constructed  upon  and  across  a  dam 
under  the  provisions  of  this  section,  there  may  be  financed  wholly 
with  Federal  funds  that  portion  thereof  which  is  located  within  the 
physical  limits  of  the  masonry  structure,  or  structures,  of  the  dam,  and 


56 


FEDERAL- AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  196  2 


the  Secretary  shall  in  his  sole  discretion  determine  what  additional 
portion  of  the  bridge,  if  any,  may  be  so  financed,  such  determination 
to  be  final  and  conclusive.  The  remainder  of  the  bridge,  and  any 
necessary  related  approach  roads,  shall  be  financed  by  the  State  or 
its  appropriate  subdivision  with  or  without  the  aid  of  Federal  funds; 
but  said  portion  of  the  bridge  so  financed  by  the  State  or  its 
subdivisions,  including  such  portion  thereof,  if  any,  as  may  extend 
beyond  the  physical  limits  of  the  dam,  shall  nevertheless  be  designed 
and  constructed  solely  by  the  agency  having  custody  and  jurisdiction 
of  the  dam  as  provided  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 

(e)  In  making,  reviewing,  or  approving  the  design  of  any  bridge 
or  approach  structure  to  be  constructed  under  this  section,  the  agency 
shall,  in  matters  relating  to  roadway  design,  loadings,  clearances  and 
widths,  and  traffic  safeguards,  give  full  consideration  to  and  be  guided 
by  the  standards  and  advice  of  the  Secretary. 

(f)  The  authority  conferred  by  this  section  shall  be  in  addition  to 
and  not  in  limitation  of  authority  conferred  upon  any  agency  by  any 
other  law,  and  nothing  in  this  section  contained  shall  affect  or  be 
deemed  to  relate  to  any  bridge,  approach  structure,  or  highway  con¬ 
structed  or  to  be  constructed  by  any  such  agency  in  furtherance  of  its 
lawful  purposes  and  requirements  or  to  satisfy  a  legal  obligation 
incurred  independently  of  this  section. 


SUPPLEMENTAL  VIEWS 


We  are  not  opposed  to  the  enactment  of  H.R.  12135,  for  we  strongly 
support  continuation  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  program.  We  do 
believe,  however,  that  this  bill  should  be  improved  by  amending 
paragraph  (b)  of  section  133  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  as  con¬ 
tained  in  paragraph  (a)  of  section  3  of  H.R.  12135,  to  eliminate  the 
present  objectional  provision  which  requires,  as  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  approval  of  all  Federal-aid  highway  rights-of-way  acquisition 
and  actual  construction  projects,  that  the  State  highway  departments 
must  give  assurances,  which  are  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce,  that  one  or  more  feasible  methods  exist  for  the  relocation 
of  families  displaced  by  acquisition  or  clearance  of  rights-of-way  for 
any  Federal-aid  highway,  and  to  substitute  therefor  a  workable  and 
realistic  provision  which  will  promote  the  timely  relocation  of  dis¬ 
placed  persons  with  a  minimum  of  inconvenience  to  them,  without 
materially  delaying  or  stopping  the  highway  program. 

UNLIMITED  EXECUTIVE  AUTHORITY  TO  REQUIRE  STATES  TO  PROVIDE 
FOR  THE  RELOCATION  OF  DISPLACED  FAMILIES 

This  provision  of  the  bill  requires  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  to 
determine  whether  the  assurances  given  him  by  the  States  of  the 
existence  of  one  or  more  feasible  methods  for  the  relocation  of  families 
are  satisfactory.  To  determine  whether  or  not  these  assurances  are 
satisfactory,  the  Secretary  will  have  to  either  examine  each  separate 
method  proposed  by  the  States  for  each  project  to  satisfy  himself  that 
such  method,  in  fact,  is  “feasible”  to  accomplish  the  relocation  of  dis¬ 
placed  families,  or  he  will  have  to  establish,  by  rule  or  regulation,  the 
minimum  criteria  which  all  State  methods  must  meet  in  order  to  pro¬ 
vide  assurance,  to  his  satisfaction,  that  they  are  “feasible.”  The 
Secretary  is  authorized  to  prescribe  and  promulgate  such  rules  and 
regulations  under  the  existing  provisions  of  section  315  of  title  23, 
United  States  Code.  However,  H.R.  12135  contains  no  definition  of 
“feasible  methods,”  nor  does  it  provide  any  clue  as  to  the  extent  to 
which  such  “feasible  methods”  should  go  in  providing  for  the  reloca¬ 
tion  of  displaced  families,  except  that  relocation  advisory  assistance 
is  included  in  the  term  “feasible  methods.”  There  is  nothing  definite 
in  the  vague  single  reference  in  the  bill  to  relocation  advisory  service 
to  enable  one  to  determine  whether  it  must  be  provided  by  the  States 
or  merely  that  it  can  be.  And  if  it  is  provided,  the  bill  is  silent  as  to 
whether  relocation  advisory  assistance,  alone,  constitutes  a  “feasible 
method”  which  will  be  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  or  whether  he 
may,  or  should,  require  the  States  to  do  something  in  addition  thereto 
for  the  relocation  of  displaced  families. 

At  the  other  extreme,  as  to  the  extent  to  which  the  Secretary  may 
require  the  States  to  furnish  every  conceivable  relocation  need  or 
desire  of  displaced  families,  the  only  limitation  contained  in  the  bill 
is  that  the  Secretary  shall  not  require  a  State  to  pay  relocation  pay¬ 
ments  when  not  authorized  by  State  law. 
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Except  for  these  two  provisions,  the  first  of  which  is  so  vague  as  to 
be  meaningless,  H.R.  12135  does  not  contain  any  standards  or  any 
statements  of  legislative  intent  or  purpose  to  guide  and  limit  the 
Secretary  either  (1)  in  determining  whether  a  specific  method  pro¬ 
posed  by  a  State  is  "feasible”  or  (2)  in  promulgating  rules  and  regula¬ 
tions  to  prescribe  the  minimum  criteria  that  every  method  must  meet 
in  order  to  provide  assurance,  to  his  satisfaction,  that  it  is  "feasible” 
for  the  relocation  of  displaced  families. 

It  may  well  be  that  if  paragraph  (b)  of  section  133  of  title  23,  as 
contained  in  section  3  of  this  bill,  is  enacted  into  law,  at  some  future 
time  it  will  be  held  by  the  courts  to  be  an  invalid  delegation  of  legisla¬ 
tive  functions  because  the  standards  established  by  the  Congress  are 
too  vague  and  indefinite  and  because  it  confers  upon  the  Secretary 
an  unreasonable  amount  of  discretionary  power.  It  is  not  our  purpose 
here,  however,  to  argue  the  constitutionality  of  this  provision,  but  we 
want  to  make  it  clear  that  this  bill  gives  the  Secretary  carte  blanche 
authority  to  impose  any  requirement  upon  the  States  that  he  wishes 
for  the  relocation  of  displaced  families,  short  of  requiring  a  State 
to  pay  relocation  payments  when  not  authorized  by  State  law. 

For  example,  the  Secretary  might  require  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ments  to  include  any  one,  or  all,  of  the  following  provisions  in  their 
relocation  plan  to  provide  assurance,  to  his  satisfaction,  that  it  is  a 
"feasible  method”  for  the  relocation  of  displaced  families: 

Permit  owners  and  tenants  of  real  property  required  for  any  Federal- 
aid  highway  project  to  continue  to  occupy  the  property  for  a  specified 
minimum  period  after  it  has  been  acquired  by  the  State  or  a  local 
public  agency,  but  in  no  event  to  require  them  to  vacate  the  property 
until  they  have  acquired  other  suitable  housing. 

For  other  housing  to  be  considered  suitable  it  might  have  to  meet 
certain  requirements,  such  as — 

(a)  Be  located  in  areas  not  generally  less  desirable  than  that 
in  which  the  acquired  property  is  located. 

( b )  Be  at  least  as  equally  available  to  public  utilities,  com¬ 
mercial  facilities,  schools,  etc.,  as  the  acquired  property. 

(c)  Be  available  at  prices  or  rents  within  the  financial  means 
of  the  displaced  families. 

(d)  Be  reasonably  accessible  to  the  places  of  employment  oi  the 
members  of  the  displaced  families. 

(e)  Specified  types  of  construction,  number  of  rooms,  amount 
of  space,  utilities,  appliances,  etc.,  irrespective  of  whether  or  not 
it  exceeds  that  of  the  acquired  property. 

Assist  displaced  families  to  find  and  acquire  other  suitable  housing, 
to  include: 

(а)  Maintaining  a  current  listing  of  all  properties  in  the  area 
offered  for  sale  or  rent. 

(б)  Showing  of  properties. 

(c)  Advertising  for  the  purchase  or  rental  of  properties. 

( d )  Arranging  for  loans. 

( e )  Preparing  deeds,  leases,  contracts,  etc. 

(/)  Searching  titles  or  securing  evidence  of  ownership  and 
interests  in  real  properties  to  be  purchased  or  rented. 

( g )  Making  or  securing  appraisals  of  the  value  of  property  to 
be  purchased  or  rented. 

( h )  Closing  of  transaction. 

(i)  Securing  insurance. 
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Assist  in  the  repair,  renovation,  and  redecorating  of  other  suitable 
housing,  including  making  all  arrangements  for  the  work  to  be  per¬ 
formed,  preparing  necessary  contracts  and  other  instruments,  ar¬ 
ranging  for  loans,  etc. 

In  the  event  other  suitable  housing  is  not  available,  to  undertake 
or  provide  for  the  construction  of  public  or  private  housing,  which 
must  be  completed  and  available  for  occupancy  before  the  displaced 
family  is  required  to  vacate  the  acquired  property. 

Assist  in  moving  the  displaced  family  to  the  new  housing,  to  include: 

(а)  Arranging  for  a  moving  company  to  pack,  move,  and  un¬ 
pack  the  personal  property  of  the  displaced  family. 

(б)  Prepare  necessary  contracts  and  other  instruments. 

(c)  Obtain  insurance  to  cover  the  personal  property  during  the 
move. 

(< d )  Arrange  for  loans  to  cover  moving  expenses. 

(e)  Handle  claims  for  property  lost  or  damaged  during  the 
moving. 

(/)  Arrange  for  transportation  for  members  of  the  displaced 
family. 

(g)  Pay  for  the  cost  of  moving,  if  authorized  by  State  law. 

Followup  services,  to  include  sucli  things  as  enforcement  of  con¬ 
struction  warranties  and  guarantees  and  lease  provisions. 

At  first  glance,  some  of  the  above  listed  requirements,  and  other 
similar  ones  which  come  to  mind,  may  appear  to  be  reasonable,  but 
more  considered  reflection  on  what  is  involved  will  soon  show  the 
fallacy  of  saddling  the  Federal-aid  highway  program  with  many  of 
these  possible  requirements.  Most,  if  not  all,  of  these  possible 
requirements  are  inherent  in  the  provisions  of  legislation  requested  by 
the  administration  on  April  6,  1962  (introduced  as  H.R.  11199), 
which  is  the  genesis  of  this  bill,  and  it  is  reasonable  to  assume  that  the 
broad  authority  to  be  given  to  the  Secretary  by  this  bill  will  be 
exercised  with  no  more  restraint. 

EFFECT  UPON  THE  HIGHWAY  PROGRAM 

By  enactment  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956,  and  its 
subsequent  amendments,  the  Congress  is  committed  to  completion  of 
the  National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways  in  1972,  and 
the  public  has  been  repeatedly  informed  of  the  Congress’  resolve  that 
this  be  done.  Completion  of  the  Interstate  System  on  schedule  and 
continuation  of  improvement  of  the  Federal-aid  primary  and  second¬ 
ary  highway  systems  at  the  established  levels  of  construction  are  of 
paramount  importance  to  all  of  the  people  of  this  country.  Nothing 
of  lesser  national  interest  should  take  precedence  over  the  uninter¬ 
rupted  progress  of  this  great  public  works  program,  which  is  essential 
to  the  economic  development  of  the  entire  country  and  our  national 
defense. 

Enactment  of  paragraph  (b)  of  section  133  of  title  23,  as  set  forth 
in  section  3  of  the  bill,  will  subordinate  the  Federal-aid  highway 
program  to  public  housing  and  urban  renewal  projects,  particularly 
in  the  more  populous  metropolitan  areas,  and  can  have  the  effect  of 
either  putting  the  State  highway  departments  into  the  housing  busi¬ 
ness  or  making  the  programs,  policies,  and  promotional  schemes  of 
the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency  a  controlling  adjunct  of  the 
highway  program. 
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If  the  Secretary  should  require  that  other  housing,  meeting  such 
standards,  located  in  such  areas,  and  available  at  such  prices  as  he 
may  prescribe,  be  available  before  he  will  approve  a  project,  and  if 
such  housing  is  not,  in  fact,  then  available,  the  highway  program  in 
that  particular  area  could  come  to  a  grinding  halt.  In  such  an  event, 
recommencement  of  the  highway  program  would  have  to  await  the 
construction  of  private  or  public  housing.  This  could  require  that  the 
State  highway  departments  go  into  the  housing  business,  or  it  could 
necessitate  the  establishment  of  a  local  housing  or  urban  renewal 
agency,  even  where  the  local  community  does  not  want  to  establish 
such  an  agency  and  has,  in  the  past,  voted  against  its  creation. 

This  problem  is  not  restricted  to  urban  areas.  The  very  same  situa¬ 
tion  can  exist,  and  maybe  more  frequently,  in  rural  areas,  such  as 
where  a  farm  dwelling  or  two  or  three  single-family  residences  may 
be  acquired  for  rights-of-way  in  a  sparsely  populated  area  where  no 
other  unoccupied  suitable  housing  exists.  The  Secretary  could  with¬ 
hold  approval  of  the  highway  project  until  some  private  individual  or 
public  agency  constructs  the  required  replacement  housing. 

This  type  of  situation  could  pyramid  throughout  the  entire  country 
and  substantially  delay  completion  of  the  Interstate  System  well 
beyond  the  scheduled  date  of  1972  and  could  delay  or  prevent  much 
needed  improvement  on  many  miles  of  the  Federal-aid  primary  and 
secondary  systems,  to  the  detriment  of  all  the  people. 

The  selection  of  highway  route  locations  and  proposed  highway 
improvements  are  often  controversial,  particularly  in  large  metro¬ 
politan  centers.  The  enactment  of  this  objectionable  provision  will 
place  an  effective  antihighway  weapon  in  the  hands  of  those  who 
oppose  a  particular  project,  even  if  their  opposition  is  motivated  by 
purely  selfish  reasons.  If  they  occupy  real  property  required  for  the 
project,  of  if  they  can  induce  others  who  occupy  such  property  to 
cooperate  with  them,  much  harassment  of  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  and  long  delays  in  highway  construction  can  result.  The  mere 
contention  that  suitable  replacement  housing  is  not  available,  whether 
or  not  made  in  good  faith,  could  force  a  change  in  the  location  of  a 
highway,  or  cause  the  delay  or  abandonment  of  a  needed  project,  or 
induce  a  State  highway  department  to  surrender  to  unjustified 
demands,  whatever  they  may  be  (such  as  a  change  in  the  design  of  the 
highway,  allowance  of  additional  points  of  access,  increased  payments 
for  the  purchase  of  their  real  property,  etc.),  so  as  to  make  it  impossible 
for  the  project  to  proceed,  all  of  which  may  be  highly  inimical  to  the 
public  interest. 

By  placing  the  burden  on  the  State  highway  departments  to  assure 
that  suitable  replacement  housing  is  available,  individual  initiative 
in  finding  other  accommodations  may  be  stifled,  and  anyone  desiring 
to  delay  or  prevent  construction  of  a  project  could  effectively  do  so  by 
deliberately  doing  nothing  to  find  replacement  housing  and  by  refusing 
to  accept  any  housing  proposed  by  the  State  highway  department. 
Even  though  the  State  may  own  property  acquired  for  rights-of-way, 
former  owners  or  tenants  occupying  such  property  might  refuse  to 
move  and  delay  a  project  for  years  by  merely  contending  that  the 
State  does  not  have  a  “feasible  method”  for  their  relocation,  and,  since 
the  existence  of  a  “feasible  method”  is  a  condition  precedent  to  project 
approval,  they  might  even  resort  to  court  action  to  prevent  the  State 
from  going  forward  with  a  project,  if  for  no  other  reason  than  to  delay. 
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If  the  effect  of  this  provision  were  not  so  serious,  it  would  be 
ludicrous.  Its  unreasonableness  is  well  illustrated  by  the  fact  that 
the  requirement  for  assurance  of  existing  “feasible  methods”  for 
relocation,  including  all  that  this  term  implies,  is  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  approval  of  every  rights-of-way  acquisition  project,  as  well  as 
those  for  actual  construction.  Obviously,  no  one  will  be  displaced 
by  the  mere  acquisition  of  rights-of-way;  this  occurs  when  the  rights- 
of-way  are  cleared  for  construction.  Under  existing  law,  Federal 
funds  are  available  for  the  acquisition  of  highway  rights-of-way  up 
to  7  years  in  advance  of  construction.  Thus,  families  occupying 
property  acquired  for  rights-of-way  may  not  be  required  to  vacate  it 
for  as  much  as  7  years;  nevertheless,  before  the  Secretary  can  approve 
the  acquisition  of  such  rights-of-way,  under  the  provisions  of  this  bill, 
the  State  highway  department  must  have  in  existence  a  “feasible 
method”  for  the  relocation  of  families  who  may  no  longer  be  living 
there  when  it  becomes  necessary  to  clear  the  rights-of-way. 

PROPOSED  ALTERNATIVE  SOLUTION 

Whenever  a  State  acquires  real  property  for  rights-of-way  of  any 
Federal-aid  highway,  it  must  pay  just  compensation  therefor,  in  which 
payments  Federal  funds  participate.  In  addition,  under  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  this  bill,  Federal  funds  will  be  eligible  to  reimburse  a  State 
highway  department  for  the  Federal  share  of  the  cost  of  relocation 
payments,  with  which  we  are  in  agreement. 

We  are  most  sympathetic  to  the  problems  and  inconveniences 
suffered,  in  good  faith,  by  some  persons  who  are  displaced  as  a  result 
of  highway  construction.  However,  there  have  been  few  instances 
of  hardships  in  the  past,  and  when  such  have  occurred,  generally,  they 
have  been  limited  to  a  small  number  of  densely  populated  metropolitan 
centers.  Mr.  J.  C.  Womack,  president  of  the  American  Association  of 
State  Highway  Officials,  testified  before  the  Subcommittee  on  Roads 
that  practically  all  the  States  reported  that  this  is  not  a  problem  at 
all  and  that  displaced  people  have  not  been  left  homeless,  nor  seriously 
inconvenienced  because  of  the  highway  program.  There  is  no  justi¬ 
fication  to  strangle  the  highway  program  across  the  entire  country, 
to  the  detriment  of  the  vast  majority  of  the  people  of  this  Nation,  in 
an  effort  to  remedy  a  situation  which,  at  most,  exists  in  only  a  few 
cities  and  affects  a  minimum  number  of  people.  To  the  extent  that 
problems  exist  in  the  relocation  of  people  in  these  particular  areas,  it 
can  best  be  solved  by  the  State  and  the  local  community.  Federal 
social  reform,  of  the  kind  that  could  result  from  this  provision  of  the 
bill,  is  not  needed  in  national  highway  legislation. 

If  people  are  afforded  a  reasonable  time  within  which  to  find  and 
move  to  other  accommodations,  they  can  provide  for  their  own 
needs,  molded  to  their  own  individual  requirements  and  desires,  far 
better  than  the  Government  can  do.  We  are  in  complete  accord  with 
the  view  expressed  in  the  committee  report  that  rights-of-way  acqui¬ 
sition  should  be  scheduled  at  least  0  months,  and  longer  where  possible, 
in  advance  of  clearing  the  rights-of-way,  so  that  displaced  persons  will 
be  in  a  position  to  find  suitable  accommodations  on  their  own  initia¬ 
tive.  We  trust  that  the  Department  of  Commerce  and  all  of  the  State 
higway  departments  will  fully  and  immediately  respond  to  this  admoni¬ 
tion  of  the  committee  and  provide  for  sufficient  leadtime  between  the 
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acquisition  and  the  clearance  of  rights-of-way  of  all  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way  projects  to  permit  the  orderly  relocation  of  people  with  a  minimum 
of  inconvenience  to  them. 

We  are  also  in  complete  agreement  with  the  statement  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  report  that  the  State  highway  departments  should  make  effec¬ 
tive  advisory  services  available  for  all  persons  to  be  displaced  by  high¬ 
way  projects,  to  help  in  their  relocation  problems.  In  fact,  the  minor¬ 
ity  offered  an  amendment,  which  was  rejected  by  a  majority  of  the 
committee,  to  require  the  State  highway  departments  to  give  satis¬ 
factory  assurance  that  relocation  advisory  assistance  shall  be  provided, 
in  lieu  of  the  present  language  of  the  bill  requiring  assurance  of  the 
existence  of  one  or  more  feasible  methods  for  the  relocation  of  families. 
We  plan  to  again  offer  this  amendment  on  the  House  floor,  substan¬ 
tially  as  follows: 

On  page  3,  line  24,  strike  the  words  “there  exists  one  or” 
and  on  page  4,  lines  1  and  2,  strike  the  words  “more  feasible 
methods  (including  relocation  advisory  assistance)”  and  re¬ 
place  the  above  stricken  words  with  the  following;  “relocation 
advisory  assistance  shall  be  provided.” 

By  being  affoi’ded  adequate  time  to  find  and  move  to  other  housing, 
before  having  to  vacate  property  acquired  for  rights-of-way,  and  by 
having  available  relocation  advisory  assistance,  to  be  furnished  by  the 
State  highway  departments,  in  addition  to  the  payment  of  moving^ 
expenses  now  provided  for  in  the  bill,  displaced  families  should  be  able 
to  accomplish  their  own  relocation  with  a  minimum  of  inconvenience 
to  themselves  and  without  adversely  affecting  the  progress  of  the 
highay  program. 

James  C.  Auchincloss. 

Gordon  H.  Scherer. 

William  C.  Cramer. 

John  F.  Baldwin. 

Fred  Schwengel. 

Edwin  B.  Dooley. 

Howard  W.  Robison. 

Perkins  Bass. 

Walter  L.  McVey. 

Carleton  J.  King. 

James  Harvey. 

John  C.  Kunicel. 

Louise  G.  Reece. 


ADDITIONAL  VIEWS  OF  REPRESENTATIVE  HOWARD  W. 

ROBISON  ON  H.R.  12135 


While  I  concur  generally  with  and  have  joined  in  the  supplemental 
views  set  forth  above,  it  should  be  noted  that  numerous  measures 
have  been  introduced  in  recent  Congresses  providing  for  various  legis¬ 
lative  extensions  of  the  concept  of  “just  compensation”  for  the  taking 
of  private  property  for  public  use,  many  of  which  have  been  delayed 
of  passage  in  the  interest  of  formulating  a  uniform  Federal  approach 
to  this  problem. 

Certainly  all  of  our  citizens  should  be  treated  alike,  and  not  paid 
varying  amounts  for  the  taking  of  their  property  depending  upon 
which  Federal  agency  is  acquiring  the  same,  or  the  Federal  or  federally 
I  assisted  program  for  which  it  is  being  acquired. 

In  cognizance  of  this,  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  voted,  on 
August  24,  1961,  to  establish  a  Select  Subcommittee  on  Real  Property 
Acquisition  charged  with  making  a  nonpolitical,  objective,  and  com¬ 
prehensive  study  to  determine  whether  the  existing  laws,  practices, 
and  procedures  in  the  acquisition  and  evaluation  of  real  property  are 
either  unfair,  because  of  inadequate  payments  to  the  property  owner, 
or  unfair  to  the  taxpayer,  because  of  overpayments. 

One  of  the  subjects  being  explored  by  that  subcommittee — of  which 
I  am  a  member — is  this  matter  of  assistance  to  displaced  persons, 
including  the  payment  of  relocation  costs.  Regardless  of  the  merits 
of  adding  such  assistance  to  the  highway  program,  our  doing  so  at 
the  present  time  will  only  add  one  more  patch  upon  legislation  which 
is  already  a  model  of  patchwork  artistry. 

I  must  therefore  express  my  regret  that  the  committee  has  seen  fit 
to  advance  this  program  prior  to  the  completion  of  the  select  subcom¬ 
mittee’s  study  and  the  consideration  of  its  recommendations. 

Howard  W.  Robison. 
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IN  THE  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 


June  14, 19G2 

Mr.  Fallon  introduced  the  following  bill;  which  was  referred  to  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works 

June  28, 1962 

Reported  with  amendments,  committed  to  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union,  and  ordered  to  be  printed 

[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  insert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


A  BILL 

To  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965 
for  the  construction  of  certain  highways  in  accordance  with 
title  23  of  the  United  States  Code,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  lives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  SHORT  TITLE 

4  Section  1.  This  Act  may  lie  cited  as  the  “Federal- Aid 

5  Highway  Act  of  1962”. 

6  AUTHORIZATIONS 

7  Sec.  2.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 
3  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  the  following  sums 
9  are  hereby  authorized  to  lie  appropriated: 

10  (1)  For  the  Federal-aid  primary  system  and  the 
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Federal-aid  secondary  system  and  for  tlieir  extension  within 
urban  areas,  out  of  the  Highway  Trust  Fund,  $950,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $975,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965.  The  sums  author¬ 
ized  in  this  paragraph  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  available 
for  expenditure  as  follows: 

(A)  45  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
primary  highway  system; 

(B)  30  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
secondary  highway  system;  and 

(0)  25  per  centum  for  projects  on  extensions  of 
the  Federal-aid  primary  and  Federal-aid  secondary  high¬ 
way  systems  in  urban  areas. 

(2)  For  forest  highways,  $33,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30;  1964,  and  $33,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(3)  For  forest  development  roads  and  trails,  and  an 
additional  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1963,  $70,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964, 
and  $85,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(4)  For  public  lands  development  roads  and  trails, 
$2,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and 
$4,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(5)  For  park  roads  and  trails,  $22,000,000  for  the 
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fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $25,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(6)  For  parkways,  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1965. 

(7)  For  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges,  $16,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and 
$18,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(8)  For  public  lands  highways,  $3,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $3,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

ASSISTANCE  FOR  DISPLACED  FAMILIES  AND  BUSINESSES 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Chapter  1  of  title  23  of  the  United  States 
Code  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  section: 

“§  133.  Relocation  assistance 

“(a)  As  used  in  this  section  the  term  ‘eligible  person’ 
means  any  individual,  family,  business  concern  (including 
the  operation  of  a  farm)  and  nonprofit  organization  to  be 
displaced  by  construction  of  a  project. 

“(b)  The  Secretary  prior  to  his  approval  of  any  project 
under  section  106  of  this  title  for  right-of-way  acquisition  or 
actual  construction  shall  require  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  to  give  satisfactory  assurance  that  there  exists  one  or 
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more  feasible  methods  (including  relocation  advisory  as¬ 
sistance)  for  the  relocation  of  families  displaced  by  acquisi¬ 
tion  or  clearance  of  rights-of-way  for  any  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way. 

“  (c)  The  Secretary  shall  approve,  as  a  part  of  the  cost 
of  construction  of  a  project  on  any  of  the  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way  systems,  such  relocation  payments  as  may  be  made  by 
a  State  highway  department,  or  a  local  public  agency  act¬ 
ing  as  an  agent  for  the  State  highway  department  for  this 
purpose,  to  eligible  persons  for  their  reasonable  and  neces¬ 
sary  moving  expenses  caused  by  their  displacement  from 
real  property  acquired  for  such  project.  However,  the 
Secretary  shall  not  require  a  State  to  pay  relocation  pay¬ 
ments  where  not  authorized  by  State  law. 

“(d)  Payments  under  this  section  shall  be  subject  to 
such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary,  and  shall  not  exceed  $200  in  the  case  of  an 
individual  or  family,  or  $3,000  in  the  case  of  a  business  con¬ 
cern  (including  the  operation  of  a  farm)  or  nonprofit  or¬ 
ganization.  In  the  case  of  a  business  (including  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  a  farm)  and  in  the  case  of  a  nonprofit  organization, 
the  allowable  expenses  for  transportation  under  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  not  exceed  the  cost  of  moving  50  miles  from  the 
point  from  which  such  business  or  organization  is  being  dis- 
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placed.  Such  rules  and  regulations  may  include  provisions 
authorizing  reimbursement  for  payments  made  to  individuals 
and  families  of  fixed  amounts  (not  to  exceed  $200  in  any 
case)  in  lieu  of  their  respective  reasonable  and  necessary 
moving  expenses. 

“(e)  This  section  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to 
projects  approved  under  section  106  of  this  title  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  section.” 

(b)  The  analysis  of  chapter  1  of  title  23  of  the  United 
States  Code  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  : 

“133.  Relocation  assistance.” 

PUBLIC  LANDS  DEVELOPMENT  ROADS  xVND  TRAILS 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Section  101  of  title  23,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  after  the  paragraph 
which  begins  “The  term  ‘project  agreement’  means”,  the 
following : 

“The  term  ‘public  lands  development  roads  and  trails’ 
means  those  roads  or  trails  which  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  determines  are  of  primary  importance  for  the  devel¬ 
opment,  protection,  administration,  and  utilization  of  public 
lands  and  resources  under  his  control.” 

(b)  Chapter  2  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  is 
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amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
section : 

“§214.  Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails 

“  (a)  Funds  available  for  public  lands  development  roads 
and  trails  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  cost  of  construction  and 
improvement  of  such  roads  and  trails. 

“(b)  Funds  available  for  public  lands  development  roads 
and  trails  shall  be  available  for  adjacent  vehicular  parking 
areas  and  for  sanitary,  water,  and  hre  control  facilities. 

“(c)  The  Secretary  shall  approve  the  location,  type, 
and  design  of  all  projects  for  public  lands  development  roads 
and  trails  before  any  expenditures  are  made  thereon  and 
all  construction  thereof  shall  be  under  the  general  super¬ 
vision  of  the  Secretary/’ 

(c)  The  analysis  of  chapter  2  of  title  23  is  amended  by 

adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following : 

“214.  Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails.” 

AVAILABILITY  OF  FUNDS — OTHER  HIGHWAYS 

Sec.  5.  Section  203  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code 
is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  before  the  phrase  “park 
roads  and  trails”,  at  each  of  the  two  places  it  appears  in  such 
section,  the  following:  “public  lands  development  roads  and 
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FEDERAL-AID  SECONDARY  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM — URBAN 

AREAS 

Sec.  6.  (a)  The  last  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  of  sec¬ 
tion  103  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows:  “This  system  may  be  located  both  in  rural  and 
urban  areas,  but  any  extension  of  the  system  into  urban 
areas  shall  be  subject  to  the  condition  that  such  extension 
pass  through  the  urban  area  or  connect  with  another  Federal- 
aid  system  within  the  urban  area.” 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  apply  to  apportionments  made  before  as  well  as 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

TRANSPORTATION  PLANNING  IN  CERTAIN  URBAN  AREAS 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  adding  immediately  following  section  133  the 
following  new  section: 

“§  134.  Transportation  planning  in  certain  urban  areas 

“It  is  declared  to  be  in  the  national  interest  to  encourage 
and  promote  the  development  of  transportation  systems, 
embracing  various  modes  of  transport  in  a  manner  that 
will  serve  the  States  and  local  communities  efficiently  and 
effectively.  To  accomplish  this  objective  the  Secretary  shall 
cooperate  with  the  States,  as  authorized  in  this  title,  in  the 
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development  of  long-range  highway  plans  and  programs 
which  are  properly  coordinated  with  plans  for  improvements 
in  other  affected  forms  of  transportation  and  which  are  for¬ 
mulated  with  due  consideration  to  their  probable  effect  on 
the  future  development  of  urban  areas  of  more  than  fifty 
thousand  population.  After  July  1,  1965,  the  Secretary 
shall  not  approve  under  section  105  of  this  title  any  program 
for  projects  in  any  urban  area  of  more  than  fifty  thousand 
population  unless  he  finds  that  such  projects  are  based  on  a 
continuing  comprehensive  transportation  planning  process 
carried  on  cooperatively  by  States  and  local  communities  in 
conformance  with  the  objectives  stated  in  this  section.” 

(b)  The  analysis  of  chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States 

Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following : 
“134.  Transportation  planning  in  certain  urban  areas.” 

RUEAL  DELIVERY  AND  STAR  ROUTE  MILEAGE 
Sec.  8.  (a)  Subsection  (b)(1)  of  section  104  of  title 
23  of  the  United  States  Code  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“preceding  fiscal  year”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “pre¬ 
ceding  calendar  year”. 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  be  applicable  only  with  respect  to  apportionments 
made  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 
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HIGHWAY  PLANNING  AND  RESEARCH  FUNDS 
Sec.  9.  Subsection  (c)  of  section  307  of  title  23  of  the 
United  States  Code  is  amended  by  inserting  “(1)”  im¬ 
mediately  after  “(c)”,  by  striking  out  “any  year”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  “each  fiscal  year  prior  to  the  fiscal  year 
1964”,  and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

“  (2)  One  and  one-half  per  centum  of  the  sums  appor¬ 
tioned  for  each  fiscal  year  beginning  with  the  fiscal  year  1964 
to  any  State  under  section  104  of  this  title  shall  be  available 
for  expenditure  by  the  State  highway  department  only  for  the 
purposes  enumerated  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection. 

“(3)  In  addition  to  the  percentage  provided  in  para¬ 
graph  (2)  of  this  subsection,  not  to  exceed  one-half  of  one 
per  centum  of  sums  apportioned  for  each  fiscal  year  beginning 
with  the  fiscal  year  1964  under  paragraphs  (1),  (2),  and 
(3)  of  section  104(b)  of  this  title  shall  be  available  for  ex¬ 
penditure  upon  request  of  the  State  highway  department  for 
the  purposes  enumerated  in  paragraph  ( 1 )  of  this  subsection. 

“(4)  Sums  made  available  under  paragraphs  (2)  and 
(3)  of  this  subsection  shall  be  matched  by  the  State  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  section  120  of  this  title  unless  the  Secretary 
determines  that  the  interests  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  pro- 
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grain  would  be  best  served  without  such  matching: 
matching .” 

Any  sums  made  available  under  paragraph  -(A)- 
of  this  subsection  to  a  State  which  are  net  expended  at  the 
end  et  the  period  el  two  years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal 
year  for  whieh  such  sums  are  authorized,-  may,  notwithstand 
ing  section  -44A  of  this  title^  he  nsed  by  the  Secretary  for 
highway  planning  and  research  parposesv  Such  sums  shall 
be  in  addition  to  those  authorized  for  research  under  sub¬ 
sections  -fa)-  and  -(h)-  of  this  scetionA 

DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  10.  For  the  purposes  of  section  2  of  this  Act  each 
of  the  following  terms  shall  have  the  same  meaning  as  is 
given  it  in  section  101  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code: 

( 1 )  F orest  development  roads  and  trails ; 

(2)  Forest  highway; 

( 3 )  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges ; 

(4)  Park  roads  and  trails; 

(5)  Parkway; 

(6)  Public  lands  highways; 

(7)  Federal-aid  primary  system; 

(8)  Federal-aid  secondary  system; 

(9)  Urban  area; 

(10)  Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails. 
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:ain  proposeSl  restrictions  on  employment  of  child 


SENATE 


il.  FARM  LABOR.  Sen.  Morse  i/rged  modification  of  S.  11H3,  restricting  the  employ¬ 
ment  of  children  in  farm  work,  so  as  to  permit  children  over  9  to  perform 
certain  handwork,  aiyn  inserted  several  letters  and  otfi^r  items  protesting  the 
restrictive  nature>6f  the  bill.  pp.  12168-74 

2.  PUBLIC  WELFARE;  MEDICAL  CARE.  Continued  debate  on  H.  R.  10^06,  to  extend  and 
improve  the  public  assistance  and  child  welfare  services  programs  of  the  Social 
Security  kcty  and  the  proposed  amendment  to  the  bill  by  Sen.  j^nderson  to  pro¬ 
vide  c.  program  of  medical  care  for  the  aged  (pp.  12176-80,  121&2-94,  12213-4). 
Sen.  Bennett  inserted  a  statement  of  the  Farm  Bureau  opposing  ttv^ medical  care 
amendment  (p.  12192) . 

3.  PERSONNEL;  PROCUREMENT.  The  Finance  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  dl'd  not 

act/aiiy  report)  H.  R.  12180,  to  extend  the  existing  provisions  of  law\relat- 
ing  to  the  free  importation  of  personal  and  household  effects  brought  into  the 
r.S.  by  military  and  civilian  personnel  returning  to  the  U.  S.  under  Govel 
ment  orders,  p.  D568 

without  amendment 

VETERANS  LOANS.  The  Labor  and  Public  Welfare  Committee  reported  S.  3024,  to  e: 
tend  the  maximum  maturity  of  Veterans’  Administration  guaranteed  or  insured 
loans  from  30  to  35  years  (S.  Rept.  1689).  p.  12152 


x5.  WATER  RESOURCES.  Received  from  the  Corps  of  Engineers  "an  interim  report  on 
the  water  quality  study,  Arkansas-Red  River  Basins"  (S.  Doc.  105).  p.  121' 

<  t  .  .  .  .  .  v  ..  ;  .  : 


6. 


^FORMATION;  FAIRS.  Sen.  Javits  urged  settlement  of  the  appropriations  dispute 
between  the  two  Houses  in  order  that  funds  may  be  made  available  for  construc¬ 
ting  of  the  Federal  pavilion  at  the  New  York  World’s  Fair.  pp.  12157- 


7.  EXPENDITURES.  Sen.  Lausche  expressed  pleasure  "that  the  General  Accounting 

Office  is  giving  cold,  hard  scrutiny  to  the  practice  of  Federal  department  and 
agencies  Engaging  in  11th  hour  spending  orgies  in  order  to  beat  /the  fiscal  year 
deadlines and  inserted  an  article  on  the  matter,  p.  12160 


8. 


ELECTRIFICATIONS.  Sen.  Gruening  inserted  and  commended  a  resolution  adopted  by 
the  American  Public  Power  Association  urging  a  program  of  /Hydroelectric 
development  in  Alaska  and  supporting  construction  of  the/Crater-Long  Lakes 
division  of  the  Snettisham  project  and  the  Bradley  Lak/  project,  pp.  12161-2 
Sen.  Morse  discushed  the  development  of  hydroelectric  projects  in  the  North¬ 
west,  predicted  the  eventual  construction  of  a  Hells  Canyon  dam,  and  inserted 
several  items  on  power  development  in  the  Northwest,  pp.  12165-7 


9.  NOMINATION;  RESEARCH.  Received  the  nomination 
Director  of  the  Office  of  Science  and  Technol/ 


Jerome  B.  Wiesner  to  be 
igy.  p.  12214  •  *  - 


HOUSE 


S 


10.  ROADS,  The  Rules  Committee  granted  an  open  rule  on  H.  R.  12135,  the  proposed 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962.  p.  D569 


11.  PATENTS.  The  Rules  Committee  granted  ar\open  rule  on  H.  R.  10966,  to  fix  the 
fees  payable  to  the  Patent  Office/  p.  D569 


12.  VIRGIN  ISLANDS;  NATIONAL  PARKSyA  The  Subcommittee  on  National  Parks  of  Xhe 

Interior  and  Insular  Affairs/Committee  voted  \o  report  to  the  full  committee 
with  amendment  S.  2429,  to  /Revise  the  boundaries  of  the  Virgin  Islands  National 
Park.  p.  D569 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


13.  RECREATION.  Extensi/n  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Neuberger  inserting  a  policy  statement 
by  Dr.  Edward  C.  Qrafts,  Director  of  the  Interior  Department’s  Bureau  of  Out¬ 


door  Recreation, /which  asserts  that  the  Bureau  is  not  "another  National  Park 


Service  or  another  Forest  Service."  pp.  A5223-4 


14.  YOUTH  CONSERVATION  CORPS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  HalperiijLnserting  a 

resolution/ef  the  Textile  Workers  Union  praising  H.  R.  10682  arm^S.  404  which 
would  establish  a  Youth  Conservation  Corps,  pp.  A5224-5. 


15.  TOBACC^C  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Sikes  inserting  two  articles  ok  the  pro¬ 
duction  of  Fire-cured  Florida  cigar  wrapper,  pp.  A5226-7 


16.  FOREST  PRODUCTS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Pelly  inserting  a  letter  fr^m  a 
lumberman  stating  it  was  necessary  to  close  down  a  sawmill  because  of  Canadian 
competition,  p.  A5229. 11 * * * * * * *  X 


17.  DAIRY  PRODUCTS.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Wiley  inserting  excerpts  from  his 
radio  address  stressing  the  need  to  expand  research  on  the  industrial  use  of 
dairy  products,  p.  A5229.  - 

Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Johnson  inserting  an  editorial  criticizing" the 
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Cmmber  Action 

The  House  was  not  in  session  today.  Its  next  meet¬ 
ing  will  Beheld  on  Wednesday,  July  n,  at  12  o’clock 
noon,  wheiiNH.R.  11921,  the  foreign  aid  authorization 
bill,  will  be  further  considered. 

Committee  Meetings 

GENERAL  FARM  BID. 

Committee  on  Agriculture:  Met  in  executive  session  on 
H.R.  12391  (a  clean  billNntroduced  in  lieu  of  H.R. 
12266),  the  general  farm  bn 

BANKING 

Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency :  Held  a  hearing 
on  H.R.  12080,  to  permit  domestic  banks  to  pay  interest 
on  time  deposits  of  foreign  governments  at  rates  differ¬ 
ing  from  those  applicable  to  domestic  depositors. 
Heard  testimony  from  Robert  V.  Roosa,  Nnder  Secre¬ 
tary  for  Monetary  Affairs,  Treasury  Department. 

D.C.  MUNICIPAL  COURT 

Committee  on  the  District  of  Columbia:  Special  Nub- 
committee  concluded  hearings  on  H.R.  12202,  to  V  y 
crease  the  jurisdiction  of  the  municipal  court  for  D.C. 
in  civil  actions,  and  to  change  the  name  of  the  court. 
Heard  testimony  from  Federal  and  D.C.  court  officials/' 
a  D.C.  Corporation  Council  representative;  and  a  public 
witness. 

NATIONAL  PARKS 

Committee  on  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs/  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  National  Parks  heard  testimony  from  depart¬ 
mental  and  public  witnesses  on  H.R.  1116/  in 66, 11167, 

11 168,  11169,  ar*d  11171,  to  promote  the  coordi¬ 

nation  and  development  of  effective/Federal  and  State 
programs  relating  to  outdoor  recre^ftion,  and  to  provide 
financial  assistance  to  the  States hor  outdoor  recreation 
planning. 

Also  ordered  reported  favorably  to  the  full  committee 
S.  2429  (amended),  to  revise  the  boundaries  of  the 
Virgin  Islands  National  I)ark,  St.  John,  V.I. 

TRANSPORTATION/ 

Committee  on  hite/state  and  Foreign  Commerce:  Held 
a  hearing  on  H.R/11583,  to  exempt  certain  carriers  from 
minimum  rate  Regulation  in  the  transportation  of  bulk 
commoditiesyagricultural  and  fishery  products,  and 
passengers yfmd  H.R.  11584,  to  provide  for  the  strength¬ 
ening  andimproving  the  national  transportation  system. 
Heard  testimony  from  Rupert  L.  Murphy,  Chairman, 
Interstate  Commerce  Commission.  Hearings  continue 
Wednesday,  July  11. 


CONGRESSIONAL  DISTRICTS 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary :  Subcommittee  No.  5  met 
in  executive  session  and  ordered  reported  favorably  to 
the  full  committee  H.R.  4068  (amended),  to  require 
the  establishment  of  congressional  districts  composed 
of  contiguous  and  compact  territory  |or  the  election  of 
Representatives. 

OCEANOGRAPHY 

Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries:  Met  in 
executive  session  to  considei/pending  matters.  No  an¬ 
nouncements  were  made. 

FEDERAL  PAY  RAISI 

Committee  on  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service:  Continued 
hearings  on  Federal  pay  increase  legislation.  Heard 
testimony  from  /.  Edward  Day,  Postmaster  General. 
Hearings  continue  Wednesday,  July  11. 

FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  PROGRAM 

Committee  on  Public  Works :  Special  Subcommittee  on 
Federal/Aid  Highway  Program  began  hearings  on 
righmM-way  acquisition  practices  in  West  Virginia. 
Heard  testimony  from  a  General  Accounting  Office 
official ;  and  public  witnesses. _ 

FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT 

Committee  oti  Rules:  Granted  an  open  rule,  with  2 
hours  of  debate,  on  H.R.  12135,  the  Federal-Aid  High¬ 
way  Act. 

Representatives  Fallon,  Scherer,  and  Baldwin  were 
heard  on  the  request  for  a  rule. 

patentKoffice  fees 

Committee  on  Rules :  Granted  an  open  rule,  with  1 
hour  of  debatN  on  H.R.  10966,  to  fix  the  fees  payable 
to  the  Patent  OffNe. 

Heard  on  the  request  for  a  rule  were  Representatives 
Willis  and  Lindsay. 

Joint  CommittefrM eetings 

HANFORD  GENERATING\FACILITIES 

Joint  Committee  on  Atomic  Energy:  Committee  held 
hearings  to  consider  a  utility  district  proposal  to  con¬ 
struct  and  operate  electric  generating  facilities  to  the 
Hanford,  Wash.,  reactor  plant,  receiving  testimony  from 
Robert  E.  Wilson,  Commissioner,  A\R.  Luedecke, 
General  Manager,  and  other  officials  of^the  Atomic 
Energy  Commission. 

Hearings  continue  tomorrow. 

U.S.  ECONOMY 

Joitit  Economic  Committee:  Subcommittee  on 
nomic  Stabilization,  Automation,  and  Energy  Resource 
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coHtinued  its  hearings  on  the  effects  of  inventory  fluc¬ 
tuations  on  business  recessions,  prosperity,  and  growth 
in  theXLJ.S.,  receiving  testimony  from  John  P.  Lewis, 
professcwv  Indiana  University;  Martin  R.  Gainsbrugh, 
National  Industrial  Conference  Board;  Nat  Weinberg, 
United  AutcHWorkers  Union,  AFL-CIO;  and  Louis  J. 
Paradiso,  Department  of  Commerce,  all  of  whom  dis¬ 
cussed  the  role  of  inventories  in  cyclical  reversals. 

Hearings  continue  tomorrow. 


BILL  SIGNED  'EY  THE  PRESIDENT 
New\Law 

( For  last  listing  of  public  l chi’s,  see  Digest ,  p.  D556, 

July  5,  796 

H.R.  9822,  to  grant  national  fd^est  status  to  certain 
lands  acquired  under  the  exchangevprovisions  of  the 
Taylor  Grazing  Act.  Signed  July  9, 19^2  (P.L.  87-524). 


COMMITTEE  MEETINGS  FOR  WEDNESDAY, 
JULY  11 

(All  meetings  are  open  unless  otherwise  designates 

Senate 

Committee  on  Appropriations,  subcommittee,  on  H.R.  1227C 
fiscal  1963  appropriations  for  the  D.C.,  10  a.m.;'  room  F-39/ 
Capitol. 

Committee  on  Commerce,  Aviation  Subcommittee,  executive, , 
on  S.  2815,  extending  power  of  the  CAB  to  guarantee  aircraf 
purchase  loaps,  9:30  a.m.,  5112  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Full  committee,  executive,  on  committee  business,  10 ya.m., 
5112  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Communications  Subcommittee,  on  bills  relating  Ao  equal 
broadcast  time  for  political  candidates  during  future/campaigns, 
10  a.m.,  5110  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Finance,  executive,  on  H.R.  /0650,  Internal 
Revenue  Act  amendments,  10  a.m.,  2221  N^w  Senate  Office 
Building. 

Committee  on  Government  Operations  VPe rmanent  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Investigations,  to  resume  its  hearings  on  the  matter  of 
the  Department  of  Agriculture-Billie  S61  Estes,  10:30  a.m.,  318 
Old  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  the  Judiciary,  Antitrust  and  Monopoly  Sub¬ 
committee,  to  resume  its  hearings  on  S.  3097,  to  impose  a  tem¬ 
porary  moratorium  on  railroad  mergers,  id  a.m.,  1318  New 
Senate  Office  Building. 

Subcommittee,  on  the  nomination  of  Irving  Ben  Cooper,  to 
be  U.S.  district  judge  for  the  southern  district  of  New  York, 
10:30  a.m.,  2228  New JBenate  Office  Building. 


July  10,  1962 

Subcommittee,  on  the  nomination  of  Edward  C.  McLean, 
be  U.S.  district  judge  for  the  southern  district  of  New 
10:30  a.m.,  2300  New  Senate  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Rules  and  Administration,  executive,  pn  com¬ 
mittee  business,  10  a.m.,  301  Old  Senate  Office  Building 

House 

Committee  on  Agriculture,  executive,  on  tt.K.  12391, 
general  farm  bill,  10  a.m.,  1310  New  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Appropriations,  Subcommittee  on  State,  Justice, 
and  Judiciary,  executive,  10  a.m.,  323,  eaxst  front,  U.S.  Capitol 
Building. 

Subcommittee  on  Foreign  Operations,  executive,  10  a.m.,  320, 
east  front,  U.S.  Capitol  Building. 

Committee  on  Banking  and  Currency,  Subcommittee  on  Hous¬ 
ing,  on  H.R.  11877  ar*d  i2348Vre  housing  for  the  elderly,  10 
a.m.,  1301  New  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  the  District  Af  Columbia,  executive,  on  pending 
business,  10  a.m.,  445-A  OKI  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Interio/ and  Insular  Affairs,  on  H.R.  11172, 
and  related  bills,  to  provide  for  the  establishment  of  a  land  con¬ 
servation  fund,  9:45  atm.,  1324  New  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Interstate  and  Foreign  Commerce,  on  H.R. 
11583  and  11584/ re  transportation,  10  a.m.,  1334  New  House 
Office  Building 

Committee/on  the  Judiciary,  Subcommittee  No.  2,  on  private 
claim  bills, /io  a.m.,  327  Old  House  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries,  Subcommittee 
on  Fisheries  and  Wildlife  Conservation,  on  H.R.  107x4,  11525, 
H535/ and  12144,  re  wildlife  refuges,  To  a.m.,  219  Old  House 
Office  Building. 

'Committee  oil  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service,  on  Federal  em¬ 
ployees’  pay  legislation,  10  a.m.,  215  Old  House  Office  Building. 
Committee  on  Public  Wor\s,  Special  Subcommittee  on  Fed- 
ml-Aid  Highway  Program,  on  right-of-way  acquisition  practices 
inWest  Virginia,  10  a.m.,  1302  New  Office  Building. 

Committee  on  Science  and  Astronautics,  hearings  on  trans¬ 
portation  (Hovercraft),  10  a.m.,  214-B  New  House  Office 
Building^ 

Committee  on  Un-American  Activities,  subcommittee  to  re¬ 
sume  hearings  on  the  dissemination  of  Soviet  propaganda  in  the 
U.S.,  10  a.m.,  Caucus  room,  Old  House  Office  Building. 

Joint  Committees 

. 

■Joint  Committee  o\Atomic  Energy,  to  continue  consideration 
of  a  utility  district  proposal  to  construct  electric  generating  facili¬ 
ties  to  the  Hanford,  Wash.,  reactor  plant,  10  a.m.,  room  AE-t, 
Capitol. 

Joint  Economic  Co/ww/V/ee/Subcommittee  on  Economic  Stabi¬ 
lization,  Automation,  and  Enffigy  Resources,  on  the  effects  of 
inventory  fluctuations  on  business  recessions,  prosperity,  and 
growth  in  the  U.S.,  10  a.m.,  304  Olii  House  Office  Building. 

Conferees,  executive,  on  S.  2970,  toSamend  the  Small  Business 
Act  to  provide  that  interest  and  repayments  of  loans  to  be  paid 
into  the  revolving  fund,  2  p.m.,  room  EFNpo,  Capitol. 


Pngressional  llcconi 


The  public  proceedings  of  each  House  of  Congi'ess,  as  reported 
by  the  Official  Reporters  thereof,  are  printed  pursuant  to  direc¬ 
tions  of  the  Joint  Committee  on  Printing  as  authorized  by 
OljcC^yhppropriate  provisions  of  Title  44,  United  States  Code,  and  published  for  each  day  that  one  or  both  Houses  are  in\ession,  ex- 
/  cepting  very  infrequent  instances  when  two  or  more  unusually  small  consecutive  issues  are  printed  at  one  time.  II  The 
Congressional  Record  will  be  furnished  by  mail  to  subscribers,  free  of  postage,  for  $1.60  per  month,  payable  in  advance\  Remit 
check  0/  money  order,  made  payable  to  the  Superintendent  of  Documents,  directly  to  the  Government  Printing  Office,  Washington  25, 
D.  C.  /For  subscription  purposes,  20  daily  issues  constitute  a  month.  .The  charge  for  individual  copies  varies  in  proportion  to  th\  size 
of  thfe  issue.  Ti  Following  each  session  of  Congress,  the  daily  Congressional  Record  is  revised,  printed,  permanently  bound  and  is  Ypld 
by/be  Superintendent  of  Documents  in  individual  parts  or  by  sets.  flWith  the  exception  of  copyrighted  articles,  there  are  no 
s Unctions  on  the  republication  of  material  from  the  Congressional  Record. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  deba^d  foreign  aid  bill.  Rep.  Coole\ expressed  concern  over 
effect  of  European  Common  Market  on  domestic  agriculture.  Njlep.  Kornegar  urged 
two-price  cotton  program  for  domestic  textile  industry.  ReV  Westland  urged  re¬ 
lief  for  Northwestylumber  industry.  Rep.  Clem  Miller  introduced  and  discussed  bill 
to  permit  use  of  jaimber  tariff  revenues  for  research. 


HOUSE 

1.  FOREIGN^ AID.  Continued  debate  on  H.  R.  11921,  the  foreign  aid  authorization 
bill/  pp.  12217-72,  12285,  12285-6 

reed  to  the  following  amendments: 

By  Rep.  Wright,  to  express  the  sense  of  Congress  that  in  providing  foreign 
assistance  priority  should  be  given  to  certain  programs,  including  loans*  or 
loan  guarantees  for  the  purchase  of  small  farms,  pp,  12237-9 

By  Rep.  Halpern,  to  express  the  sense  of  Congress  that  in  providing  foreign 
assistance  primary  consideration  should  be  given  to  countries  that  do  not  di¬ 
vert  their  economic  resources  to  Communist  military  or  propaganda  efforts  di¬ 
rected  against  the  U.  S.  and  its  allies,  pp.  12239-40 


2 


By  Rep,  Gross,  124  to  112,  to  provide  that  appropriated  funds  may  not  be  us 
for  loans  or  grants  to  the  United  Nations  until  all  members  of  the  U.  N.  ha\p 
paid  their  full  share  of  the  expenses  of  that  organization,  pp.  12255-6 


Rejected  the  following  amendments:  , 

By  Rep.  Gross,  to  strike  out  a  provision  authorizing  the  President  to  furnidi 
assistance  on  such  terms  and  conditions  as  he  determines  to  promote  pne  econo¬ 
mic  development  of  Latin  American  countries,  p.  12246 

By  Rep.  Jones,  Mo.,  to  provide  that  the  U.  S.  contribution  to  ah y  special  or 
cooperative  fund  of  any  international  organization  or  program  may  not  exceed 
50  percent  of  the  total  amount  contributed  for  such  purpose,  yp.  12255 


2. 


FOREIGN  TRADE\  Rep.  Cooley  expressed  concern  over  the  possible  effects  of  the 
European  Commah  Market  on  domestic  agriculture  and  inserted  an  address  by  the 
Deputy  Assistance  Secretary  for  Trade  Policy,  Department  of  Commerce, "Uni ted 
States  Agriculture  and  the  European  Common  Market."  pp/  12280-3 

Rep.  Kornegay  inserted  and  commended  an  editorial  stating  "Now  that  the  Hous 
has  passed  PresidentNKennedy '  s  trade  bill,  there  is  Even  less  reason  why  the 
U.  S.  Tariff  Commission  should  hold  up  on  relieving'  the  American  textile  in¬ 
dustry  of  the  ridiculouV  burden  on  two-price  cottdn."  pp.  12297-8 

Rep.  Lane  commended  t ms  President 1 s  proposed/foreign  trade  bill  and  inserter- 
an  editorial,  "Toward  Free^ Trade."  p.  12276 


3. 


FORESTRY.  Rep.  Westland  expressed  concern  otfer  decreasing  shipments  of  lumber 
from  the  Northwest  to  the  Atlantic  coast  and  urged  repeal  of  the  law  "which 
prevents  our  shippers  from  using^oreigij/bottoms."  p.  12277 


4.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Rep.  Saylor  criticiDi 
dollar  Hanford  electric  steamplant 


sd  efforts  to  revive  "the  multimillion- 
idoggle."  pp.  12319-20 


5.  ROADS.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of  H.  R. 
12135,  the  proposed  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962.  p.  12321 


6.  PATENTS.  The  Rules  Committey'reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of  H.  R. 
10966,  to  fix  the  fees  payable  to  the  Patent  Office,  p.  12321 


7.  SMALL  BUSINESS.  The  "Dpidy  Digest"  states  that  conferees  agreed  to  file  a 
conference  report  on  s/  2970,  to  increase  the  revolV^ng  fund  of  the  Small 
Business  Administration,  p.  D575 


8.  APPROPRIATIONS, 
the  Appropriate 


Joel son  urged  an  end  to  the  appropi 
is  Committees,  p.  12216 


nations  dispute  between 


COTTON;  GAO.  yfcep.  Patman  commended  the  service  of  Joseph  Campbell,  Comptroller 
General  of  Eoe  U.  S.,  and  inserted  an  article  discussing  GAO  lRyestigations, 
includingyOhe  sale  of  surplus  cotton,  pp.  12279-80 


10.  LAND-GRANT  COLLEGES.  Rep.  Curtis  commended  the  land-grant  colleges \n  their 
lOOth/anniversary.  p.  12295 


11.  RESEARCH.  Received  from  Interior  its  annual  report  on  grants  made  during 
mlendar  year  1961  to  nonprofit  institutions  and  organizations  for  suppoi 
research  programs,  p.  12320 


of 


scientific 


/ 


/ 


WATERSHEDS.  Received  from  Budget  Bureau  plans  for  works  of  improvement  on  the' 
following  watersheds:  South  Sumter  upper  Tampa  Bay,  Fla.;  Line  Creek,  Ky. ,  an< 
Tenn. ;  North  Branch  Mill  Creek,  Mich.:  Nanticoke  Creek,  N.  Y.;  Dicks  Creek, 
Little  Muddy  Creek,  Ohio;  Bajura,  P.  R. ;  and  Kent  Creek,  Tex.  (to  Agriculture 
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CONSIDERATION  OF  H.R.  12135 


July  11,  1962. — Referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Madden,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  submitted  the  following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.  Res.  723] 

The  Committee  on  Rules,  having  had  under  consideration  House 
Resolution  723,  report  the  same  to  the  House  with  the  recommenda¬ 
tion  that  the  resolution  do  pass. 
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87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


House  Calendar  No.  275 

H.  RES.  723 

[Report  No.  1972] 


IN  THE  HOUSE  OE  REPRESENTATIVES 

July  11,1962 

Mr.  Madden,  from  the  Committee  on  Rules,  reported  the  following  resolution; 
which  was  referred  to  the  House  Calendar  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


RESOLUTION 

1  Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this  resolution  it 

2  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that  the  House  resolve  itself  into 

3  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the  Union 

4  for  the  consideration  of  the  hill  (H.R  12135)  to  authorize 

5  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  for  the 

6  construction  of  certain  highways  in  accordance  with  title  23 

7  of  the  United  States  Code,  and  for  other  purposes.  After 

8  general  debate,  which  shall  be  confined  to  the  bill,  and  shall 

9  continue  not  to  exceed  two  hours,  to  be  equally  divided  and 

10  controlled  by  the  chairman  and  ranking  minority  member  of 

11  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for 

12  amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  At  the  conclusion 


V 


1  of  the  consideration  of  the  hill  for  amendment,  the  Com- 

2  inittee  shall  rise  and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 

3  amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and  the  previous 

4  question  shall  be  considered  as  ordered  on  the  bill  and 

5  amendments  thereto  to  final  passage  without  intervening 
t>  motion  except  one  motion  to  recommit. 
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OF  INTEREST  TO  THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 


(For  information  on/y; 
should  not  be  qu/ed 
or  cited) 

Issued  July  19,  196/ 

For  actions  of  July  18,  19*2 

87th-2d,  Vo.  122 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  rice  enrichment  bill\  House  passed  road  authorization 

bill.  House  Rules  Committee  cleared  new  farm  bil^.  Sen.  Morse  and  Rep.  Dent  urged 
aid  for  lumber  industry.  Sens/ Javits  and  Keating  urged  drought  relief  for  N.  Y. 
Sen.  Humphrey  commended  McGoyern  on  food- for-peace  program.  Appropriations  commit- 
\  tee  agreed  on  temporary  procedures.  Rep.  Beckworth  inserted  replies  to  his  request 
/  for  CCC  loan  information.  /Rep.  Van  Zandt  inserted  article  commending  defeat  of 
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Appropriations . 2 

,23 

Farm\rogram . 

..l/,22 

Appropriations 

Food  for  peace . 

procedures . 

Foreign\id . # 

eT,  18,20 

CCC  loans . 

Foreign  trade..../. 

. 28 

Claims . 7 

,17 

Forest  deveVopm/t 

Committee  assignments. 

.11 

roads . * . . 

Drought  relief . 

Forest  highways^  . . . 

Electrification . 

.21 

Forest  prod/ts\. . 

. 27 

Extension  work . 

.29 

Grain. . .  .  /. ....  .\. 

farm  bill. 


SENATE 


1.  RICE,  Passers  reported  S.  3152,  to  provide  for  the  nutritiohal  enrichment  and 

sanitary  packaging  of  rice  prior  to  its  distribution  under  ceru^in  Federal 
programs ./Including  the  school  lunch  program,  pp.  13019-20 

2.  LABOR-H^W  APPROPRIATION  BILL.  Began  debate  on  this  bill,  H.  R.^  10902^  agreeing 

to  a/ansfield  amendment  to  increase  from  ;t>50  million  to  37 5  million \he  item 
f op/nanporer  development  and  training,  pp.  12987,  12990-020,  13023-6 

3.  /OUGHT  RELIEF.  Sens.  Javits  and  Keating  urged  prompt  USDA  approval  of  Go^ 
Rockefeller’s  request  for  drought  relief  in  F.  T.  pp.  12957,  12960 

4.  FOOD  FOR  PEACE.  Sen.  Humphrey  commended  the  work  of  George  ?cGovern  as  direct^ 
of  the  food  for  peace  program  and  inserted  Nr.  NcGovern’s  address  before  the 
World  Food  Forum,  pp.  12987-90 
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5.  APPROPRIATIONS  PROCEDURES.  The  Daily  Digest  states  that  the  joint  House-Senate  / 


committee  studying  appropriations  procedures  adopted  the  following: 


"Each  branch  of  Congress  in  conference  has  group  autonomy.  The  selection 
\pf  the  conference  chairman  is  procedural  for  orderly  functioning  of  the  c/m- 
rrence.  Realizing  this,  the  question  of  the  selection  of  the  conferen 
chairman  for  the  present  session  of  Congress  shall  be  left  to  the  decision  of 
the\wo  subcommittee  chairmen. 

Et  is  agreed  by  the  joint  committee  on  behalf  of  the  full  Comifiittees  on 
Appropriations  of  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  that  f  opr  this  session 
only  the ^subcommittee  chairmen  of  each  body  shall  decide  who  shall  act  as 
chairman  of  the  conference.  It  is  further  agreed  that  the  chairmen  of  the 
Senate  and  ftouse  Committees  on  Appropriations  appoint  representatives  of  each 
committee  to  serve  as  a  joint  committee  to  study  al  1  the  i^ues  involved  and 
report  in  January  1963  their  recommendations." 


6.  NOMINATION.  ConfirS^ed  the  nomination  of  Jerome  B.  Wiesp6r  to  be  Director  of  the 
Office  of  Science  akl  Technology,  p.  12953 


7.  CLAIMS.  Received  a  USD)w  report  on  tort  claims  paid/during  the  fiscal  year  1962* 

p.  12954  \  /  ^ 

8.  FOREIGN  AID.  Sen.  Wiley  replaced  Sen.  Capehart/^ as  a  conferee  on  S.  2996,  the 

foreign-aid  authorizations  bill.  pp.  12954- 


9.  IMPORTS.  Sen.  Morse  urged  relief,  from  Can^aian  lumber  imports  into  the  U.  S. 
and  inserted  his  testimony  beforevthe  Commerce  Committee  on  this  matter,  pp. 
12958-60 

Passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  1^0,  to  extend  until  July  1,  1964,  the 
law  relating  to  free  importation  oi^rersonal  and  household  effects  brought  into 
the  U.  S.  under  Government  orders/  7  pp\12982~3  - 


10.  RETIREIffiNT .  The  Retirement  Subcommittee  oiM^he  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service 
Committee  approved  with  amendments  S.  3164,  \o  increase  the  maximum  age  for 
receiving  benefits  under  th^Civil  Service  Retirement  Act  in  the  case  of 
certain  students,  and  S.  ^37,  to  increase  civil  service  retirement  annuities, 
p.  D602 


11. 


COT'IMETTEE  ASSIGNMENTS y/  Transfers  between  committee s\wer  e  made  as  follows: 

Sen.  Case,  N.  J.,  from  Commerce  to  Armed  Services.  Sen.  Prouty  from  Public 
Works  to  Commerce  Sen.  Murphy  from  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  to  Public 
Works.  Sen.  Pearson  from  Rules  and  Administration  to  Public  Works.  Sen. 
Bottum  assigne^/to  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  and  RulesVand  Administration, 
p.  12954 


HOUSE 


12.  FARM  PROp^AM.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  for  consideration  of 
H.  R.  Jl2 391,  the  new  farm  bill.  p.  13108 


13.  ROADS.  Passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  12135,  to  provide  authorizations  for  roads 

for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965.  In  addition  to  the  committee  amendments, 
agreed  to  (236-159)  a  Baldwin  amendment  to  require  State  highway  departments  to 
provide  relocation  advisory  assistance  to  families  displaced  by  right-of-way 
acquisitions.  Rep.  Ullman  commended  the  provisions  for  forest  roads  and 
inserted  tables  showing  the  program  for  this  Item  (pp.  13054-9).  The  bill 
includes  an  authorization  ^or  forest  highways  for  each  of  the 

two  years  and  $10  million/for  1963,  $70  million  for  1964,  and  $85  million  for 
1965  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails,  pp.  13043-71 


1962 
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Hull 

Montoya 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Tchord,  Mo. 

Moorhead,  Pa. 

Rooney 

Jnouye 

Morgan 

Roosevelt 

Jarman 

Morris 

Rosenthal 

Jennings 

Morrison 

Rostenkowskl 

Joelsto 

Moss 

Roush 

John^n,  Calif.  Multer 

Rutherford 

Johnson. Md. 

Murphy 

Ryan,  Mich. 

JohnsonWis. 

Natcher 

Ryan,  N.Y. 

Jones,  Ala\ 

Nedzi 

Santangelo 

Jones,  Mo.  \ 

Nix 

Shelley 

Karsten  \ 

,  Norrell 

Sheppard 

Karth 

\0'Brien,  Ill. 

Shipley 

Kastenmeier 

\'Brien,  N.Y. 

Sikes 

Kee 

OUfara,  Ill. 

Slack 

Kelly 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Smith,  Miss. 

Keogh 

Olseh 

Smith,  Va. 

King,  Calif. 

O’Neill 

Staggers 

King,  Utah 

Passman 

Steed 

Kirwan 

Patman\ 

Stratton 

Kluczynski 

Perkins  \ 

Stubblefield 

Kowalski 

Peterson  \ 

Sullivan 

Lane 

Pfost  \ 

Thomas 

Lankford 

Philbin  \ 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Lesinski 

Pike 

^Thompson,  Tex. 

Loser 

Pilcher 

Thornberry 

McDowell 

Powell 

Td|l 

McFall 

Price 

Trimble 

Macdonald 

Pucinski 

Udal\Morris  K. 

Mack 

Rains 

Ullma\ 

Madden 

Randall 

Vanik  \ 

Magnuson 

Reuss 

Vinson  \ 

Mahon 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

Watts  \ 

Marshall 

Riley 

Wickersham\ 

Matthews 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Wright  \ 

Miller,  Clem 

Rivers.  S.C. 

Young  \ 

Mills 

Roberts,  Ala. 

Zablocki 

Moeller 

Rodino 

Zelenko 

Monagan 

Rogers,  Colo. 

NOT  VOTING— 

33 

Alford 

Hebert 

Saund 

Blitch 

Hoffman,  Mich. 

Scranton 

Boggs 

Laird 

Sisk 

Bolton 

McSween 

Spence 

Boykin 

Mailliard 

Taber 

Curtis,  Mass. 

May 

Thompson,  La. 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Merrow 

Williams 

Flood 

Miller, 

Willis 

Frazier 

George  P. 

Winstead 

Garland 

Moulder 

Yates 

Gubser 

Rousselot 

Harrison,  Va. 

St.  Germain 

The  SPEAKER.  The  gentleman  will 
state  it. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Was  the  vote  by  which 
the  motion  to  recommit  carried  recon¬ 
sidered  and  that  motion  laid  on  the 
table? 

The  SPEAKER.  It  has  not  been  yet. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  so  move,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection 
the  motion  to  reconsider  will  be  laid  on 
the  table. 

There  was  no  objection. 


BILL  RESTORED  TO  PRIVATE 
CALENDAR 

Mr.  ANDERSON  of  Illinois.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that 
notwithstanding  the  action  taken  in  the 
House  yesterday  the  bill,  S.  2147,  be  re¬ 
stored  to  the  Private  Calendar. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Illi¬ 
nois? 

There  was  no  objection. 


COMMITTEE  ON  HOUSE 
,  ADMINISTRATION 

\Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Speaker, 
I  aek  unanimous  consent  that  the  Sub- 
comnaittee  on  the  Library  of  the  Com- 
mitteXon  House  Administration  be  per¬ 
mitted 'to  sit  during  general  debate  to¬ 
morrow  afternoon. 

The  SPBAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  rcquestqf  the  gentleman  from  Mis¬ 
souri?  \ 

There  was  n\objection. 


So  the  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs : 

On  this  vote : 

Mr.  Winstead  for,  with  Mr.  Hebert  against. 

Mr.  Williams  for,  with  Mr.  Willis  against. 

Mr.  Scranton  for,  with  Mr.  Davis  of  Ten- 
nesee  against. 

Mrs.  May  for,  with  Mr.  Frazier  against. 

Mr.  Rousselot  for,  with  Mr.  Boggs  against. 

Mr.  Curtis  of  Massachusetts  for,  with  Mr. 
George  P.  Miller  against. 

Mrs.  Bolton  for,  with  Mr.  Sisk  against. 

Mr.  Merrow  for,  with  Mr.  Spence  againstj 

Mr.  Laird  for,  with  Mr.  Flood  against./ 

Mr.  Gubser  for,  with  Mr.  St.  Gerrryhn 
against.  y 

Mr.  Mailliard  for,  with  Mr-.  Yates  against. 

Mr.  Garland  for,  with  Mr.  Saund  /(gainst. 

Mr.  Harrison  of  Virginia  for,  iffith  Mr. 
Moulder  against.  / 

Until  further  notice:  / 

Mr.  McSween  with  Mr.  Taber. 

Mr.  Thompson  of  Louisiana  with  Mr.  Hoff¬ 
man  of  Michigan.  / 

Mr.  FALLON  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “nay.”  / 

Mr.  CAREY  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “nay.”  / 

Mr.  MORSE/changed  his  vote  from 
“nay”  to  “yea/ 

Mr.  POWELL  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “ulay.” 

Mr.  SANTANGELO  changed  his  vote 
from  “sea”  to  “nay.” 

MrVHERLONG  changed  his  vote  from 
“nay*  to  “yea.” 

Tne  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
ag  above  recorded. 

/  Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  a  parlia¬ 
mentary  inquiry. 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF 
1962 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  by  di¬ 
rection  of  the  Committee  on  Rules,  I  call 
up  House  Resolution  723  and  ask  for  its 
immediate  consideration. 

The  Clerk  read  the  resolution,  as 
follows: 

Resolved,  That  upon  the  adoption  of  this 
resolution  it  shall  be  in  order  to  move  that 
the  House  resolve  itself  into  the  Committee 
of  the  Whole  House  on  the  State  of  the 
Union  for  the  consideration  of  the  bill  (H.R. 
12135)  to  authorize  appropriations  for  the 
fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  certain  highways  in  accordance  with 
title  23  of  the  United  States  Code,  and  for 
other  purposes.  After  general  debate,  which 
shall  be  confined  to  the  bill,  and  shall  con¬ 
tinue  not  to  exceed  two  hours,  to  be  equally 
divided  and  controlled  by  the  chairman  and 
ranking  minority  member  of  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works,  the  bill  shall  be  read  for 
amendment  under  the  five-minute  rule.  At 
the  conclusion  of  the  consideration  of  the 
bill  for  amendment,  the  Committee  shall  rise 
and  report  the  bill  to  the  House  with  such 
amendments  as  may  have  been  adopted,  and 
the  previous  question  shall  be  considered  as 
ordered  on  the  bill  and  amendments  thereto 
to  final  passage  without  intervening  motion 
except  one  motion  to  recommit. 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

(Mr.  MADDEN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  House 
Resolution  723  provides  for  the  consider¬ 
ation  of  H.R.  12135,  a  bill  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964 


and  1965  for  the  construction  of  high¬ 
ways  in  accordance  with  title  23  of  the 
United  States  Code,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses.  The  resolution  provides  for  an 
open  rule  with  2  hours  of  general  debate. 

H.R.  12135  provides  for  the  usual 
biennial  authorizations  for  fiscal  years 
1964  and  1965  for  the  ABC  Federal-aid 
highway  program,  as  well  as  authoriza¬ 
tions  for  these  fiscal  years  for  the  several 
classes  of  Federal  domain  roads.  It  is 
essential  that  funds  be  authorized  for 
these  fiscal  years  for  the  Federal-aid 
primary  and  secondary  highways  systems 
and  their  extensions  within  urban  areas 
in  order  that  the  States  may  have  suf¬ 
ficient  time  for  planning  their  individual 
road  construction  programs,  including 
any  financing  procedures  necessary  to 
provide  the  required  State  matching 
funds  under  the  Federal-aid  highway 
program. 

It  is  essential  that  these  authorizations 
be  made  at  this  time  so  that  in  1964  and 
1965,  work  can  continue  on  the  national 
highway  construction  program.  Plans, 
construction,  drawings,  financing  proce¬ 
dures  in  the  various  States  and  the  pre¬ 
liminary  work  on  mammoth  highway 
construction  projects  of  this  type  takes 
considerable  time;  hence,  the  enactment 
of  this  legislation  is  necessary  in  order 
to  keep  our  national  highway  construc¬ 
tion  program  for  future  years  up  to 
schedule. 

The  Federal-aid  highways  which 
would  be  aided  by  this  bill  extend  into 
every  county  of  the  United  States.  The 
present  extent  of  the  Federal-aid  pri¬ 
mary  system  is  224,860  miles,  exclusive 
of  Interstate  System  mileage,  of  which 
205,370  miles  are  in  rural  areas  and 
19,490  miles  are  in  urban  areas.  The 
Federal-aid  secondary  system  at  this 
time  consists  of  601,364  miles,  including 
587,659  rural  miles  and  13,705  urban 
miles.  At  the  present  time,  therefore, 
the  total  mileage  of  highways  covered 
under  the  ABC  program  is  over  826,000 
miles,  carrying  almost  half  of  the  total  of 
all  highway  traffic  in  the  Nation. 

These  funds  would  be  apportioned 
among  the  States  in  the  manner  now  pro¬ 
vided  by  law,  and  would  be  available  for 
expenditure  in  the  same  manner  as  funds 
for  these  highways  are  made  available 
under  present  law,  that  is,  for  2  years 
after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which 
such  funds  are  authorized. 

The  continuance  of  this  Federal  high¬ 
way  program  without  interruption  will 
mean  a  great  deal  to  our  national  econ¬ 
omy.  Construction  of  highways  calls  for 
tons  and  tons  of  steel,  cement,  brick, 
lumber,  and  dozens  of  other  materials 
which  keeps  factories  running  and  sal¬ 
aries  expanded  so  that  prosperity  can 
continue  in  all  sections  of  our  Nation. 
First-class  highways  connecting  all  pro¬ 
ducing  areas  of  our  country  will  aid 
greatly  not  only  to  accommodate  our  in¬ 
creased  population  but  provide  trans¬ 
portation  for  defense  in  cases  of  national 
emergency. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  urge  the  adoption  of 
House  Resolution  723. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  reserve  the  balance  of 
my  time  and  now  yield  30  minutes  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Brown], 
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Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

(Mr.  BROWN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Speaker,  as  the 
gentleman  from  Indiana  [Mr.  Madden], 
a  member  of  the  Rules  Committee,  has 
so  well  explained,  House  Resolution  723 
makes  in  order,  under  2  hours  of  general 
debate  and  an  onen  rule,  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.R.  12135)  a  bill 
authorizing  appropriations  for  highway 
construction,  aid  and  benefits  under  the 
Federal  highway  program,  both  the  In¬ 
terstate  System  and  the  ABC  system  as 
well. 

It  is  my  understanding  this  bill  is  sup¬ 
ported  by  all  members  of  the  Public 
Works  Committee.  Practically  all  of  the 
appropriations  authorized  hereunder 
come  from  the  highway  trust  fund.  A 
portion  of  the  funds  authorized  in  this 
bill  are,  however,  appropriated  from  gen¬ 
eral  revenue  funds  for  Federal  forest 
roads,  public  park  roads,  and  so  forth. 
But  the  great  percentage  of  the  money 
involved  in  this  legislation  does  come 
from  the  Federal  highway  trust  fund. 

The  only  dispute,  the  only  controversy 
of  any  kind,  regarding  this  legislation 
deals  with  section  3  of  the  bill.  I  sug¬ 
gest  the  membership  will  want  to  study 
that  section  because  it  is  a  new  provision, 
as  far  as  highway  aid  and  benefits  of  a 
Federal  nature  are  concerned.  It  would 
provide  for  the  payment  of  certain  sums 
to  families  or  to  business  concerns  that 
might  have  to  move  because  of  relocation 
of  a  highway  under  a  Federal  highway 
program. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  dispute  is  not  over 
the  question  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
Federal  Government,  or  the  States, 
should  pay  some  of  the  cost  of  relocating 
these  people  who  might  otherwise  be 
forced  out  of  their  homes  or  business 
places  because  of  new  highway  con¬ 
struction,  but  rather  as  to  whether  or 
not  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  should 
be  given  complete  power  to  decide  for 
himself  as  to  whether  or  not  any  plans 
that  might  be  adopted  to  care  for  the 
relocation  of  these  people  are  satisfac¬ 
tory. 

In  other  words,  as  I  read  the  language 
of  this  particular  section,  as  contained 
in  the  committee  bill,  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  could  decide  he  was  not  hap¬ 
py  or  satisfied  over  one  of  these  plans  for 
relocation  of  these  displaced  persons  or 
businesses  in  any  highway  construction 
program,  and  could  thus  hold  up  such 
highway  construction  indefinitely,  just 
as  long  as  he  could  say:  “I  can’t  ap¬ 
prove  the  relocation  arrangement  that 
has  been  suggested  by  the  State  or  other 
highway  authorities.”  And,  I  think  that 
is  where  all  the  conflict  and  controversy 
will  arise. 

I  understand  the  minority  members 
of  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  have 
been  unanimous  in  asking  for  an  amend¬ 
ment  that  will  clarify  this  situation  so 
as  to  leave  the  final  decision  or  au¬ 
thority  more  with  the  State  highway  of¬ 
ficials,  and  more  with  other  highway 
officials,  and  not  place  such  extraor¬ 
dinary  and  unusual  power  in  the 
hands  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 


And,  it  is  my  understanding,  Mr.  Speak¬ 
er,  there  will  be  an  amendment  sub¬ 
mitted  for  that  purpose,  not  to  strike 
out  or  destroy  section  3,  or  the  purposes 
of  the  section  to  pay  the  cost  of  re¬ 
locating  these  people  who  must  be  re¬ 
located  because  of  the  construction  of  a 
new  highway  or  anything  of  that  sort, 
but,  rather,  to  limit  the  power  of  Federal 
bureaucracy  to  control  the  situation  en¬ 
tirely  and  instead  to  place  more  re¬ 
sponsibility  with  the  local  and  State 
highway  officials  or,  perhaps,  with  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  itself,  as  far  as 
that  is  concerned.  I  believe  the  amend¬ 
ment  that  is  to  be  offered  is  a  very  good 
one  and  should  be  given  consideration. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  now  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Wisconsin  [Mr.  Byrnes]  5 
minutes. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to 
proceed  out  of  order. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection 
to  the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Wisconsin? 

There  was  no  objection. 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  since  the  vote  in  the  other  body 
on  yesterday  on  the  medical  care  bill 
we  have  read  in  the  papers  and  have 
seen  on  the  news  ticker  a  great  deal 
of  talk  about  obstructionism.  We  have 
heard  about  “the  handful”  of  Democrats 
who  joined  with  the  Republicans  in  de¬ 
feating  this  proposal  in  the  other  body. 
We  even  hear  rumors  of  purges. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it  would  be  well, 
however,  if  we  put  this  matter  into 
proper  perspective  and  look  and  see  who 
some  of  these  obstructionists  are  and 
look  to  see  who  this  “handful”  of  Demo¬ 
crats,  that  the  President  referred  to,  are 
who  joined  with  the  Republicans.  It 
so  happens  that  they  included,  first,  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Aero¬ 
nautics  and  Space  Science;  second,  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Agricul¬ 
ture  and  Forestry;  third,  the  chairman 
of  the  Committee  on  Appropriations, 
and  the  president  pro  tempore;  fourth, 
the  chairman  of  the  Committee  on 
Armed  Services;  fifth,  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Banking  and  Cur¬ 
rency;  sixth,  the  chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Finance;  seventh,  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Committee  on  Foreign  Re¬ 
lations;  eighth,  the  chairman  of  the 
Committee  on  Government  Operations; 
ninth,  the  chairman  of  the  Committee 
on  the  Judiciary;  and  tenth,  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Labor  and  Public  Welfare 
Committee  of  the  other  body. 

It  includes  also  five  out  of  the  nine 
members  of  the  Democratic  policy  com¬ 
mittee  of  the  other  body.  It  includes 
in  addition  the  secretary  of  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  conference  of  the  other  body  who, 
I  am  also  informed,  is  the  very  close 
friend  of  the  President  and  was  an  usher 
at  the  President’s  wedding.  So,  it  seems 
to  me  that  when  we  start  talking  about 
purges  or  start  talking  about  obstruc¬ 
tionism  we  had  better  look  and  see  about 
whom  we  are  talking. 

Mr.  BROWN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have  no 
further  requests  for  time. 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Joelson]. 
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Mr.  JOELSON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  would 
like  to  ask  the  gentleman  from  Wiscon¬ 
sin  who  preceded  me  why,  as  a  member 
of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means, 
if  the  gentleman  is  opposed  to  obstruc¬ 
tionism,  the  gentleman  does  not  let  this 
bill  come  up  for  a  vote  on  the  floor  of 
the  House  so  that  the  American  people 
can  find  out  from  each  and  every  Mem¬ 
ber  of  this  House  how  he  or  she  feels 
about  this  program? 

Mr.  BYRNES  of  Wisconsin.  Mr. 
Speaker,  if  the  gentleman  will  yield,  I 
will  suggest  to  the  gentleman  that  the 
chairman  of  the  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means  is  not  the  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin.  For  the  information  of  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey,  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Arkansas  [Mr.  Mills]  is 
chairman  of  that  committee. 

Mr.  JOELSON.  I  understand  further 
that  every  Republican  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  is  op¬ 
posed  to  letting  this  bill  come  out  of 
the  committee. 

Mr.  MADDEN.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  adoption  of  the  resolution. 

The  resolution  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
that  the  House  resolve  itself  into  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union  for  the  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  bill  (H.R.  12135)  to  author¬ 
ize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years 
1964  and  1965  for  the  construction  of 
certain  highways  in  accordance  with  ti¬ 
tle  23  of  the  United  States  Code,  and 
for  other  purposes. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

Accordingly,  the  House  resolved  itself 
into  the  Committee  of  the  Whole  House 
on  the  State  of  the  Union  for  the  con¬ 
sideration  of  the  bill  H.R.  12135,  with 
Mr.  Smith  of  Iowa  in  the  chair. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

By  unanimous  consent,  the  first  read¬ 
ing  of  the  bill  was  dispensed  with. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
gentleman  from  Maryland  I  Mr.  Fallon] 
will  be  recognized  for  1  hour,  and  the 
gentleman  from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Au- 
chincloss]  will  be  recognized  for  1  hour. 

The  Chair  recognizes  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Fallon]. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  such  time  as  I  may  consume. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill  before  the  Com¬ 
mittee,  H.R.  12135,  is  the  regular  bien¬ 
nial  bill  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  for  the  A-B-C 
Federal-aid  highway  program  as  well  as 
authorizations  for  the  several  classes  of 
Federal  domain  roads. 

The  bill  does  not  provide  authoriza¬ 
tions  for  the  National  System  of  Inter¬ 
state  and  Defense  Highways,  inasmuch 
as  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1961 
provided  a  revised  scheduled  of  authori¬ 
zations  for  that  system  through  fiscal 
year  1971. 

Both  the  A-B-C  authorizations  and 
those  for  Federal  domain  roads  are  es¬ 
sential  to  the  continuation  of  a  balanced, 
long-range  national  highway  program. 
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In  the  case  of  the  A-B-C  highways,  it 
is  a  well-established  policy  of  the  Public 
Works  Committee  that  authorizations 
should  be  increased  at  the  rate  of  $25 
million  each  year,  until  such  time  as  an 
annual  authorization  of  $1  billion  is 
reached.  The  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act 
of  1960  authorized  the  amount  of  $925 
million  for  the  A-B-C  program  for  fiscal 
year  1963.  H.R.  12135  authorizes  $950 
million  for  fiscal  year  1964  and  $975  mil¬ 
lion  for  fiscal  year  1965. 

A-B-C  highways  extend  into  every 
county  of  the  United  States.  The  pres¬ 
ent  extent  of  the  Federal-aid  primary 
system  is  224,860  miles,  exclusive  of  the 
41,000-mile  Interstate  System.  The  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  secondary  system  consists  of 
601,364  miles. 

The  total  mileage  of  highways  covered 
under  the  A-B-C  program  is  over  826,000 
miles,  carrying  almost  half  of  the  total 
of  all  highway  traffic  in  the  Nation. 

Generally  speaking,  the  authorizations 
proposed  for  the  various  classifications  of 
Federal  domain  roads  are  consistent  with 
long  established  road  improvement 
policies  and  programs.  The  largest  in¬ 
crease  is  that  for  forest  development 
roads  and  trails.  For  these  roads,  which 
are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  the  committee 
has  allowed  the  full  request  made  by  the 
President;  an  additional  $10  million  for 
the  fiscal  year  1963,  which  brings  the 
total  authorization  to  $50  million,  $70 
million  for  fiscal  1964,  and  $85  million 
for  fiscal  1965  as  compared  to  the  pres¬ 
ent  level  of  $40  million.  These  in¬ 
creased  authorizations  are  a  necessary 
part  of  the  revised  development  program 
for  the  national  forests  which  covers  the 
period  for  fiscal  years  1963  through  1972, 
submitted  to  the  Congress  by  the  Presi¬ 
dent  last  September.  Our  committee  be¬ 
lieves  that  the  contemplated  investment 
in  forest  development  roads  and  trails  is 
essential  to  the  efficient  management  and 
conservation  of  our  forest  resources. 

Section  4  of  the  bill  establishes  a  new 
category  of  Federal  domain  roads  to  be 
known  as  “Public  lands  development 
roads  and  trails.”  The  bill  would  au¬ 
thorize  $2  million  for  fiscal  year  1964 
and  $4  million  for  fiscal  year  1965  for 
this  new  category  of  Federal  domain 
roads.  These  are  the  roads  needed  for 
access  essential  to  the  management  and 
recreational  use  of  the  lands  in  the 


Western  United  States  and  Alaska  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Man¬ 
agement  of  the  Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior.  They  include  access  roads  to 
public  rangelands  and  other  public 
domain  not  included  in  national  parks 
and  national  forests. 

Section  3  of  the  bill  provides  for  as¬ 
sistance  to  families  and  businesses  dis¬ 
placed  by  the  acquisition  of  rights-of- 
way  for  Federal-aid  highway  construc¬ 
tion. 

It  provides  that  before  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  may  approve  a  project  in¬ 
volving  the  acquisition  of  rights-of-way 
or  actual  construction,  he  will  require 
satisfactory  assurance  from  the  State 
highway  department  that  there  exist  one 
or  more  feasible  methods  to  aid  families 
displaced  by  the  project,  in  obtaining 
replacement  housing.  Also,  it  directs 
the  Secretary  to  approve  as  part  of  the 
cost  of  construction,  payments  to  dis¬ 
placed  individuals,  families,  business 
concerns — including  the  operation  of  a 
farm — and  nonprofit  organizations  for 
their  reasonable  and  necessary  moving 
expenses. 

The  section  leaves  it  to  each  State  to 
determine  whether  or  not  to  make  re¬ 
location  payments.  However,  where  a 
State  highway  department  or  local  public 
agency,  acting  as  its  agent  for  the  pur¬ 
pose,  makes  relocation  payments  to 
eligible  persons,  Federal-aid  participa¬ 
tion  will  be  permitted  subject  to  rules 
and  regulations  prescribed  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary. 

In  the  case  of  an  individual  or  family 
so  much  of  the  relocation  payment  as 
does  not  exceed  $200  shall  be  eligible 
for  Federal-aid  participation  although 
the  Secretary  may  authorize  the  pay¬ 
ment  of  fixed  amounts  within  the  ceiling 
in  lieu  of  actual  reasonable  and  neces¬ 
sary  moving  expenses. 

In  the  case  of  a  business  concern — 
including  the  operation  of  a  farm — or  a 
nonprofit  organization,  so  much  of  the 
relocation  payment  as  does  not  exceed 
$3,000  shall  be  eligible  for  Federal-aid 
participation  and  the  allowable  expenses 
for  tranportation  may  not  exceed  the 
cost  of  moving  50  miles. 

The  section  will  not  prevent  a  State 
from  making  larger  payments,  without 
Federal-aid  participation  in  any  portion 
of  a  payment  exceeding  the  prescribed 
limits. 


The  remaining  sections  of  the  bill 
amend  title  23,  United  States  Code,  in 
four  respects. 

Section  6  of  the  bill  removes  the  exist¬ 
ing  statutory  limitation  requiring  that 
only  urban  funds  may  be  used  for  cer¬ 
tain  secondary  extensions  within  urban 
areas.  The  purpose  of  the  section  is 
to  allow  the  States  increased  flexibility 
in  the  financing  Federal-aid  highway 
projects  in  urban  areas. 

Section  7  of  the  bill  directs  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  to  cooperate  with 
the  States  in  the  developing  of  long- 
range  highway  plans  and  programs  co¬ 
ordinated  with  plans  for  improvements 
of  other  forms  of  transportation  in 
urban  areas  of  more  than  50,000  popula¬ 
tion.  Section  7  would  also  prohibit  ap¬ 
proval  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
after  July  1,  1965  of  highway  projects 
in  any  urban  area  of  more  than  50,000 
population,  unless  he  finds  that  such 
projects  are  based  on  a  continuing  com¬ 
prehensive  transportation  planning  pro¬ 
cess  carried  on  cooperatively  by  the  State 
and  localities.  The  purpose  of  the  sec¬ 
tion  is  to  encourage  comprehensive 
transportation  planning  and  to  improve 
the  quality  of  urban  planning  generally. 

Section  8  of  the  bill  provides  that  the 
Postmaster  General  shall  use  the  calen¬ 
dar  year  rather  than  the  present  fiscal 
year  basis  in  certifying  mileages.  This 
change  is  proposed  for  the  purpose  of 
overcoming  unnecessary  delays  hereto¬ 
fore  experienced  in  the  apportionment  of 
Federal-aid  A-B-C  funds 

Finally,  section  9  of  the  bill  requires 
that  the  1  Vz  percent  of  apportioned  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  A-B-C  and  interstate  funds 
which  the  States  may  now  use  in  high¬ 
way  planning  and  research  shall  be  used 
only  for  these  purposes  commencing  with 
the  apportionment  for  the  fiscal  year 
1964.  In  addition  a  State  if  it  so  desires 
may  use  an  additional  one-half  of  1  per¬ 
cent  of  its  A-B-C  apportionments  for 
highway  planning  and  research  purposes 
The  provision  is  believed  to  be  necessary 
in  order  to  stimulate  additional  needed 
highway  planning  and  research  activi¬ 
ties  in  the  Federal-State  cooperative 
area. 

Mr.  Chairman,  at  this  point  I  in¬ 
clude  as  a  part  of  my  remarks,  tables 
showing  the  approximate  apportion¬ 
ments  for  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965: 
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Approximate  apportionments  of  Federal-aid.  highway  funds,  fiscal  year  1964 

[Thousands  of  dollars] 
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State 

Pursuant  to  H.R.  12135 

Interstate 

($2,600,000) 

Total 

($3,550,000) 

Primary 

($427,500) 

Secondary 

($285,000) 

Urban 

($237,500) 

Subtotal 

($950,000) 

Alabama . 

8, 178 

6,244 

3, 188 

17,  610 

53,  635 

71,245 

22,  696 

15,  233 

156 

38, 085 

38,  085 

Arizona _ 

6, 337 

4,111 

1,773 

12,  221 

36,  407 

48,  628 

Arkansas _ 

6, 087 

4,847 

1,292 

12,  226 

27, 138 

39,  364 

California _ 

21,  862 

10, 154 

25,  672 

57,688 

247,  918 

305,  606 

Colorado _ 

7,105 

4,  609 

2,415 

14, 129 

34, 379 

48,  508 

Connecticut _ 

2, 992 

1,622 

4,581 

9, 195 

36,  613 

45,  808 

Delaware.- . 

2,111 

1,  407 

544 

4,062 

9,654 

13,716 

Florida _ 

7, 849 

4,863 

6,  669 

19, 381 

53,  789 

73, 170 

Georgia - 

10,  473 

7,909 

3,843 

22,  225 

47,  781 

70, 006 

Hawaii . . 

2,  111 

1,407 

880 

4,  398 

20,  360 

24,  758 

Idaho _ 

4,  726 

3, 392 

601 

8,619 

12,  170 

20,  789 

Illinois. . . 

15,  933 

8,  727 

15,  229 

39, 889 

135,  256 

175, 145 

Indiana _ 

9,696 

7,009 

5,322 

22,027 

64,  213 

86,  240 

Iowa . . 

9,619 

7,162 

2,535 

19,316 

32,  813 

52, 129 

Kansas _ 

9,561 

6,676 

2,327 

18,  664 

20, 103 

38,  667 

Kentucky _ 

6,944 

5,888 

2, 368 

15,200 

52,  890 

68,  090 

Louisiana _ 

6,353 

4,  570 

3,  712 

14,  635 

74, 894 

89,  529 

Maine. . . 

3, 138 

2,384 

805 

6,327 

12,  247 

18,  574 

Maryland . . 

4,192 

2,628 

4,288 

11,108 

47,  499 

58,607 

Massachusetts... 

5,382 

2,380 

8,184 

15,  946 

55,  561 

71,607 

Michigan _ 

13, 179 

8,277 

10,  755 

32,  211 

101,031 

133,  242 

Minnesota . 

10,  726 

7,  500 

3,888 

22,174 

67,  063 

89,  237 

Mississippi . 

6,626 

5,567 

1,393 

13,  586 

31,503 

45,089 

Missouri _ 

11,  306 

7,740 

5,270 

24,316 

66,318 

90,  634 

Montana _ 

7,821 

5,426 

543 

13,790 

24,263 

38,  053 

Nebraska _ 

7,  688 

5,478 

1,368 

14,534 

15, 148 

29,  682 

Pursuant  to  H.R.  12135 

Interstate 

Total 

State 

Primary 

($427,500) 

Secondary 

($285,000) 

Urban 

($237,500) 

Subtotal 

($950,000) 

($2,690,000) 

($3,550,000) 

Nevada... . . 

4,846 

3,223 

368 

8,427 

13, 069 

21,  496 

New  Hampshire. 

2,  111 

1,  407 

627 

4, 145 

11,631 

15,  776 

New  Jersey . 

5,968 

2,049 

10, 191 

18,208 

67,  602 

85,810 

New  Mexico _ 

6,606 

4,457 

1,  147 

12,  210 

25,  880 

38,  090 

New  York _ 

19,  292 

8,412 

27,316 

55,020 

122,  855 

177,  875 

North  Carolina.. 

9,971 

8,  914 

3,  111 

21,  996 

21,  208 

43, 204 

North  Dakota... 

5,411 

3,965 

417 

9,793 

11,  451 
176,  952 

21,  244 

Ohio _ _ 

14, 660 

9,138 

13,  402 

37, 200 

214, 152 

Oklahoma . 

8,523 

5,  932 

2,616 

17, 071 

31, 195 

48,  200 

Oregon  . . . 

6,  546 

4,  575 

1, 982 

13,  103 

45,  034 

58, 137 

Pennsylvania. .. 

15,  690 

10,  062 

15,  094 

40,  846 

115, 974 

156,  820 

Rhode  Island.... 

2,  111 

1,407 

1,426 

1,699 

4,944 

9,  551 

14,  495 

South  Carolina—. 

5,  407 

4,724 

11,830 

22, 389 

34,  219 

South  Dakota _ 

6,  962 

4,306 

431 

10, 689 

17,023 

27, 712 

Tennessee . . 

8,  277 

6,  536 

3, 378 

18, 191 

65, 343 

83,  534 

Texas _ 

25,851 

10,  337 

13,180 

55,368 

117,  309 

172, 677 

Utah . . 

4, 635 

3,  007 

1,237 

8,879 

37,  537 

46,  416 

Vermont _ 

2,111 

8,031 

1,407 

330 

3,848 

17,  895 

21,  743 

Virginia _ 

6,269 

4,112 

18,  412 

78,  797 

97,  209 

Washington _ 

6,  780 

4,  582 

3,548 

14,  910 

54, 046 

68,  956 

West  Virginia _ 

4, 163 

3,742 

1,248 

9,153 

39, 026 

48, 179 

Wisconsin . . 

9,485 

6,691 

4,589 

20,  765 

22,  928 

43, 693 

Wyoming _ 

District  of  Co- 

4,816 

3,  277 

280 

8,373 

24,  879 

33, 252 

lumhia _ 

2,111 

1,407 

1,489 

5,007 

37,280 

42,  287 

Puerto  Rico . 

2,111 

2, 342 

1,822 

6,275 

6, 275 

Approximate  apportionments  of  Federal-aid  highway  funds,  fiscal  year  1965 


[Thousands  of  dollars] 


State 


Alabama - 

Alaska _ 

Arizona _ 

Arkansas _ 

California _ 

Colorado . 

Connecticut _ 

Delaware _ 

Florida _ 

Georgia _ 

Hawaii _ 

Idaho _ 

Illinois _ 

Indiana _ 

Iowa _ 

Kansas - 

Kentucky _ 

Louisiana _ 

Maine _ 

Maryland _ 

Massachusetts. 

Michigan _ 

Minnesota _ 

Mississippi _ 

Missouri _ 

Montana _ 

Nebraska _ 


Pursuant  to  H.R.  12135 

Interstate 

Total 

Pursuant  to  H.R.  12135 

Liters tate 

Total 

Primary 

($438,750) 

Secondary 

($292,500) 

Urban 

($243,750) 

Subtotal 

($975,000) 

($2,700,000) 

($3,675,000) 

State 

Primary 

($438,Y50) 

Secondary 

($292,500) 

Urban 

($243,750) 

Subtotal 

($975,000) 

($2,700,000) 

($3,675,000) 

8, 393 

6, 408 

3,  272 

18, 073 

55, 698 

73,  771 

Nevada _ _  ... 

4,  973 

3,308 

367 

8,648 

13,  751 

22, 219 

23,294 

15,  634 

160 

39, 088 

39, 088 

New  Hampshire. 

2, 166 

1,444 

644 

4,254 

12,  078 

16,  332 

6,504 

4,219 

1, 820 

12,643 

37, 807 

50,  3.50 

New  Jersey _ _ 

6,125 

2, 103 

10,  459 

18,  687 

70, 202 

88,  889 

6,  248 

4, 975 

1,326 

12,  549 

28,182 

40,  731 

New  Mexico _ 

6,780 

4,574 

1, 177 

12,  531 

26,  876 

39,  047 

22,  437 

10,  421 

26,  348 

59,  206 

257,  453 

316,  659 

New  York _ 

19,  800 

8,634 

28,  034 

56,  468 

127,  580 

184,  048 

7,292 

4,731 

2,478 

14,  601 

35,  701 

50,  202 

North  Carolina.. 

10,  234 

9, 148 

3, 193 

22,  575 

22,  023 

41,598 

3,071 

1,664 

4,  702 

9,437 

38,  021 

47,  458 

North  Dakota _ 

5,  554 

4,069 

428 

10, 051 

11,891 

21,942 

2,160 

1,444 

559 

4,169 
19, 891 

10,  025 

14, 194 
75,  749 

Ohio... . 

15,  045 

9,379 

13,  755 

38. 179 

183,  758 

221,  937 

8,056 

4,991 

6.844 

55,  858 

Oklahoma _  .. 

8,748 

6,088 

2,685 

17,  521 

32,  395 

49,916 

10,  749 

8,117 

3,944 

22,810 

49,  619 

72,  429 
25,  656 

Oregon...  . 

6,718 

4,  695 

2,034 

13,  447 

46,  766 

60,  213 

2,166 

1,444 

903 

4,  513 

21,143 

Pennsylvania _ 

16, 103 

10,  327 

15,  492 

41,  922 ' 

120,  434 

162, 356 

4,851 

3,481 

515 

8,847 

12,  638 

21,  485 

Rhode  Island _ 

2,166 

1,  444 

1,464 

5, 074 

9,  918 

14,  992 

16, 352 

8,956 

15,  630 

40,  938 

140,  458 

181,396 

South  Carolina... 

5,549 

4,849 

1,743 

12, 141 

23, 250 

35,  391 

9,951 

7,193 

5,462 

22,606 

66,683 

89,  289 

South  Dakota _ 

6,109 

4,420 

443 

10,  972 

17,  677 

28,649 

9,872 

7,351 

2,  G02 

19,  825 

34, 075 

53,  900 

Tennessee . 

8,495 

6,  708 

3,467 

18,  670 

67,  856 

86,  526 

9,812 

6,852 

2,388 

19,  052 

20,877 

39,  929 

Texas..  .  . 

'26,532 

16,  767 

13,  527 

56,  826 

121,821 

178,  647 

7,127 

6,043 

2,430 

15,600 

54,  925 

70,  525 

Utah _ 

4,  758 

3,086 

1,270 

9, 114 

38, 981 

48,  095 

6,520 

4,690 

3,810 

15,  020 

77,  775 

92,  795 

Vermont _ 

2,166 

1,444 

338 

3,  948 

18,  684 

22,  532 

3,221 

2,447 

826 

6,  494 

12,  718 

19, 212 
60,  726 

Virginia . . 

8,243 

6,434 

4,220 

18,  897 

81,  827 

100,  724 
71,  428 

4,302 

2,697 

4,401 

11,  400 

49,  326 

Washington  ...  . 

6,959 

4,703 

3,  641 

15,  303 

56,125 

5,  523 

2,443 

8,  399 

16, 365 

57,  698 

74,064 

West  Virginia _ 

4,273 

3,840 

1,281 

9,  394 

40,  527 

49,  921 

13,  526 

8,494 

11,  038 

33,  058 

104,917 

137, 975 

Wisconsin _  ... 

9,734 

6,867 

4,  709 

21,  310 

23,  810 

45, 120 

11,008 

6,800 

7,759 
5,  714 

3,990 

1,430 

22,  757 
13, 944 

69,642 
32,  715 

92,  399 
46,659 

Wyoming  . 
District  of 

4,942 

3,363 

287 

8,592 

25,  836 

34,  428 

11, 604 

7,944 

5,409 

24, 957 

68,  869 

93,  826 

Columbia _ 

2,166 

1,444 

1,528 

5,138 

38, 714 

43,  852 

8,027 

7,890 

5,  569 
5,622 

557 

1,404 

14,153 
14, 916 

25, 196 
15,  731 

39, 349 
30,647 

Puerto  Rico.. . 

2,166 

2,403 

1,870 

6,439 

6,439 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  have  served  on  the  Committee 
on  Public  Works  for  several  years.  I 
know  that  I  have  never  served  with  any¬ 
one  who  has  been  a  more  dedicated  and 
more  useful  public  servant  and  more 
knowledgeable  in  the  field  of  highway 
problems  than  our  distinguished  chair¬ 
man,  the  gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Fallon],  The  bill  we  have  before  us 
today,  in  my  opinion,  is  a  tribute  to  his 
great  knowledge  and  the  tremendous 
amount  of  work  that  he  has  devoted  to 
this  important  legislation  dealing  with 
highways  throughout  the  years.  This 
is  an  accomplishment  that  all  of  us  ap¬ 


preciate.  I  join  with  the  other  members 
of  my  committee  in  stating  that  the 
gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Fallon] 
is  one  of  the  great  legislators  in  the 
House  of  Representatives. 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  HEMPHILL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  HEMPHILL.  I  want  to  thank  the 
chairman  for  his  courtesy  in  connection 
with  the  matter  that  I  am  going  to  ask 
about  now.  I  direct  your  attention,  Mr. 
Chairman,  to  section  9,  which  is  the  sec¬ 
tion  on  highway  planning  and  research 
funds,  in  which  the  committee  has  seen 
fit  to  make  a  change  from  the  previous 
policy.  As  I  understand  it,  in  previous 
years  money  which  was  designated  for 


planning  and  research,  if  not  used  for 
that  purpose,  could  be  used  for  other 
purposes  so  long  as  it  was  within  the 
concept  of  the  general  program;  is  that 
correct,  sir? 

Mr.  FALLON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  HEMPHILL.  And  in  this  particu¬ 
lar  year,  you  made  a  change  which  is 
going  into  effect  in  1964;  is  that  correct? 

A  thought  occurs  to  me,  there  may  be 
some  highway  departments  in  the  vari¬ 
ous  States  which  in  good  faith  have  done 
the  planning  and  research  which  they 
think  is  proper  and  have  taken  the  allo¬ 
cation  and,  I  think,  properly  used  them 
to  supplement  their  construction. 
Would  the  gentleman  give  us  the  com¬ 
mittee’s  thinking  with  reference  to  that 
and  as  to  why  it  was  changed  because,  if 
a  State  has  done  research  and  planning 
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which  it  thinks  is  effective  and  in  keep¬ 
ing  with  the  program  and  does  not  use 
up  all  the  money  but  someone  else  uses 
up  all  the  money,  then  that  State  is 
losing  something  because  it  did  not  use 
all  the  money  in  its  good  judgment  or 
policy  or  in  following  the  usual  custom. 
Could  the  gentleman  give  us  the  thinking 
of  the  committee  on  that  since  it  might 
help  us? 

Mr.  FALLON.  As  the  gentleman 
knows,  under  the  bill,  if  this  money  is 
not  used,  it  goes  back  into  the  trust  fund 
and  comes  back  as  construction  funds. 
But  the  reason  for  the  change  in  this  law 
and  in  the  additional  section  is  that  we 
are  trying  to  stimulate  research  and 
planning.  ~  It  was  brought  out  in  the 
testimony,  if  that  is  done  properly,  we 
can  save  a  lot  of  money  in  the  future 
in  the  construction  of  highways.  Re¬ 
search  and  planning  is  a  continuing 
thing.  Research  never  stops.  In  other 
words,  if  your  State  has  done  a  great 
deal  of  research,  there  is  always  room 
for  further  research.  I  do  not  think 
that  very  much  of  this  money  will  be 
turned  back  because  your  State  and 
other  states  in  the  future  will  find,  if 
they  have  a  traffic  problem  that  they 
will  have  to  do  a  lot  of  research  and 
planning  on  that  particular  problem  and 
that  they  have  a  leadtime  of  3  years. 
The  money  does  not  have  to  be  spent 
within  the  3  years.  But,  if  it  is  com¬ 
mitted  to  a  certain  project  which  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  thinks  is  for  the 
good  and  for  the  welfare  of  the  public 
and  it  is  feasible,  they  can  commit  that 
research  fund  for  future  planning  to  a 
certain  project  and  it  is  the  belief  and 
the  opinion  that  none  of  this  money  will 
be  turned  back.  Of  course,  it  goes  back 
into  the  highway  trust  fund  to  be  used 
for  further  construction. 

Mr.  HEMPHILL.  If  the  gentleman 
will  yield  further,  do  I  then  understand 
that  in  1964  we  could  commit  the  fund 
as  far  in  advance  as  1967? 

I  want  to  thank  the  gentleman.  I  am 
sure  the  gentleman  is  acquainted  with 
the  fact  that  South  Carolina  has  a  very 
fine  highway  system,  which  we  think  is 
second  to  none.  The  chief  of  our  high¬ 
way  system  is  one  of  the  most  dedicated 
men  we  have.  He  asked  me  to  make 
these  inquiries,  and  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  PIKE.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  PIKE.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
gentleman  a  question  concerning  sec¬ 
tion  7,  dealing  with  transportation  plan¬ 
ning  in  certain  urban  areas.  An  urban 
area  is  defined  as  an  area  having  a  popu¬ 
lation  of  over  50,000  people.  I  am  con¬ 
cerned  with  2  counties,  one  of  which 
has  a  population  of  approximately  750,- 
000,  and  the  other  about  a  million  and  a 
half.  Would  these  benefits  be  available 
to  a  county  as  a  unit  having  a  popula¬ 
tion  of  this  amount  even  though  it  did 
not  constitute  an  urban  area  but  is  a 
suburban  area?  It  is  neither  rural  nor 
urban. 

Mr.  FALLON.  The  planning  is  done 
by  the  local  people.  If  they  proceed  to 
put  it  in  that  category  it  certainly  would 
be  acceptable,  because  an  area  contain¬ 


ing  over  50,000  people  is  by  this  bill  to 
be  considered  an  urban  area. 

Mr.  PIKE.  Do  I  understand  then  that 
a  political  subdivision  such  as  a  county 
having  a  population  in  excess  of  50,000 
would  qualify  for  this  help  from  the 
Secretary  in  the  plan? 

Mr.  FALLON.  That  is  my  under¬ 
standing. 

Mr.  PIKE.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

Mr  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  We  have  a 
similar  situation  in  Fairfax  County,  Va., 
analogous  to  the  situation  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  describes. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Do  we  now  have  an  in¬ 
terstate  reserve  fund? 

Mr.  FALLON.  The  highway  trust 
fund,  yes. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  want  to  inquire  about 
allocations  from  the  reserve.  Was  there 
an  allocation  last  year  of  $135  million 
to  West  Virginia  and  Pennsylvania? 
How  much  went  to  West  Virginia? 

Mr.  FALLON.  Some  extra  mileage 
went  to  West  Virginia.  I  do  not  recall. 
I  think  it  was  135  miles. 

Mr.  GROSS.  One  hundred  and  thirty- 
five  miles  and  how  much  money? 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  do  not  think  any 
monetary  estimate  has  been  placed  on  it 
yet. 

Mr.  GROSS.  And  Pennsylvania  got 
about  25  or  30  miles? 

Mr.  FALLON.  They  got  25  or  30  miles 
for  a  connection  with  the  Interstate 
System,  as  I  understand. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Does  the  gentleman 
know  the  amount  of  money  that  went 
to  West  Virginia? 

Mr.  FALLON.  No  money  has  been  ap¬ 
propriated  to  them  yet.  This  is  a  mile¬ 
age  figure.  No  money  has  been  allocated. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Of  course,  money  will 
follow  the  mileage,  does  it  not? 

Mr.  FALLON.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Does  this  connect  up 
with  the  white  elephant  turnpike  down 
in  West  Virgina?  It  was  a  white  ele¬ 
phant,  was  it  not? 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  have  no  knowledge 
of  that. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Is  there  any  money  in 
this  authorization  bill  for,  or  any  au¬ 
thorized  to  take  over,  the  We^t  Virginia 
Turnpike? 

Mr.  FALLON.  No,  there  is  not. 

Mr.  GROSS.  And  the  gentleman  does 
not  know  whether  or  not  this  interstate 
mileage  allocation  last  year  would  con¬ 
nect  up  the  West  Virginia  Turnpike  with 
something  else? 

Mr.  FALLON.  No,  I  do  not  know. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  Maryland  has  consumed  25  min¬ 
utes. 

Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  yield  myself  5  minutes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  is  recognized. 

Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  take  this  time  to  expres  my  apprecia¬ 
tion  of  and  also  to  recognize  the  work 
that  has  been  done  on  the  Public  Works 


Committee,  by  one  of  the  finest  Members 
Congress  has  ever  had.  I  refer  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Scherer]. 

Mr.  Scherer  has  served  well  and  faith¬ 
fully  the  people  of  the  First  District  of 
Ohio.  He  has  become  a  specialist  and  an 
authority  on  road  legislation.  I  think  it 
is  safe  to  say  that  in  our  deliberations  on 
the  Public  Works  Committee  his  opinion 
has  always  been  very  much  appreciated 
because  he  speaks  with  authority  and  he 
speaks  with  good  judgment.  He  is  a  fine 
American,  and  it  is  a  great  loss  to  all  of 
us,  not  only  in  the  Committee  on  Public 
Works,  but  in  the  Congress,  that,  this 
gentleman  is  not  going  to  stand  for  re- 
election. 

I  wish  him  well  in  the  days  to  come, 
and  I  hope  he  will  come  back  once  in  a 
while  to  meet  his  old  friends  and  to  tell 
the  Republicans,  and  the  Democrats,  too, 
something  about  what  they  should  do. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Maryland. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  associate  myself  with  the  remarks 
of  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey,  and 
say  that  I  agree  with  everything  he  says 
about  the  gentleman  from  Ohio.  My 
assciation  with  him  in  the  years  he  has 
been  in  the  House  has  generated  a  warm 
friendship.  I  do  not  know  of  any  mem¬ 
ber  of  our  committee  who  has  contrib¬ 
uted  more  to  the  welfare  not  only  of  his 
district  and  State  but  to  the  welfare  of 
the  Nation.  His  leaving  the  Congress 
will  be  a  distinct  loss  to  the  Nation. 

Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS.  I  thank  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  would  like 
to  take  this  opportunity  to  pay  my  great 
respects  to  the  gentleman  from  New  Jer¬ 
sey  [Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS]. 

When  I  first  came  to  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  it  was  under  the  distin¬ 
guished  leadership  of  the  gentleman 
from  New  Jersey  [Mr.  Auchincloss]. 
In  all  the  time  that  we  have  had  delib¬ 
erations  in  that  commitee,  he  has  been 
most  helpful,  the  most  lovable  member  of 
the  committee  I  have  ever  served  with. 
Certainly  none  of  us  could  have  served 
on  that  committee  for  any  length  of  time, 
in  the  discussion  of  any  bill  or  any  pro¬ 
posal  that  the  gentleman  from  New  Jer¬ 
sey  [Mr.  Auchincloss]  has  had  his  hand¬ 
iwork  in,  without  wanting  to  pay  him 
great  tribute  as  a  real  American,  as  a 
genteel  colleague,  and  certainly  as  a  man 
we  all  love. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  AUCHINCLOSS.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
in  the  hope  we  might  continue  this  mel¬ 
low  mood  for  a  little  while,  I  would  like 
to  join  my  colleagues  on  this  side  in  ex¬ 
pressing  our  great  admiration  and  re¬ 
spect,  not  only  for  the  senior  minority 
member  of  the  committee,  the  distin¬ 
guished  and  genial  gentleman  from  New 
Jersey  [Mr.  Auchincloss]  but  also  for 
the  next  member  in  seniority  on  the 
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other  side,  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
LMr.  Scherer],  I  have  found  both  of 
these  gentlemen  fighters  for  their  re¬ 
spective  States  in  expressing  their  views 
forcefully  and  strongly  with  regard  to 
legislating  on  any  subject. 

It  has  also  been  a  pleasure  to  serve 
with  both  of  them.  I  know  the  House, 
and  particularly  the  Committee  on  Pub¬ 
lic  Works,  will  miss  the  able  lawyer-like 
qualities  of  the  gentleman  from  Ohio  in 
the  next  session  of  the  Congress. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  myself  15  minutes. 

(Mr.  SCHERER  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
certainly  appreciate  the  nice  things  that 
have  been  said  about  me  by  the  ranking 
minority  member  of  the  Committee  on 
Public  Works  and  my  longtime  colleague 
the  chairman  [Mr.  Fallon]  of  the  Sub¬ 
committee  on  Roads.  I  only  wish  that  I 
deserved  all  of  the  nice  things  that  they 
have  said,  and  I  hope,  by  my  presenta¬ 
tion  today  of  this  bill,  I  do  not  prove 
them  to  be  wrong. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Fallon],  the  chairman 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Roads,  and  I 
introduced  almost  identical  bills  which 
merely  provided  for  the  biennial  au¬ 
thorizations  for  the  so-called  A-B-C 
Federal-aid  highway  system. 

The  chairman  of  the  Full  Committee 
on  Public  Works  [Mr.  Buckley]  intro¬ 
duced  a  bill  for  the  administration 
which  provided  for  some  substantive 
changes  in  the  basic  law  and  substan¬ 
tial  increases  in  the  authorizations  for 
some  of  the  so-called  Federal  domain 
roads,  over  and  above  the  authorizations 
of  previous  years. 

These  increased  authorizations  are  ap¬ 
parently  justified  by  the  evidence  pro¬ 
duced  at  the  hearings.  That  evidence 
comes  chiefly  from  the  departments  of 
government  in  charge  of  these  Federal 
domain  highways.  We  must  assume 
that  the  representations  made  by  the 
agencies  involved  as  to  the  need  for 
these  increased  authorizations  are  justi¬ 
fied  by  the  facts.  The  bill  before  us  to¬ 
day  contains  these  increased  authoriza¬ 
tions,  amounting  to  approximately  $65 
million. 

It  should  be  pointed  out  that  the  ad¬ 
ministration  bill,  however,  kept  the  au¬ 
thorizations  from  the  trust  fund  for  the 
A-B-C  system  for  fiscal  1964  and  fiscal 
1965  at  $950  million  for  each  year,  as  did 
the  Scherer  bill.  However,  the  commit¬ 
tee  increased  the  authorization  for  fiscal 
1965  to  $975  million.  To  this  increase 
some  of  us  objected  because,  under  no 
circumstances,  with  the  fiscal  condition 
of  the  country  as  it  is,  could  we  possibly 
go  along  with  an  increase  over  and  above 
that  which  the  administration  recom¬ 
mended. 

Most  of  the  changes  in  the  basic  law 
as  called  for  in  the  Buckley  bill  are  in¬ 
corporated  in  the  bill  before  the  House 
today.  Some  of  these  proposed  changes 
were  amended  in  committee  to  make 
them  more  palatable  to  some  of  the 
members  and  less  harmful  to  the  actual 
road  program. 


One  of  the  radical  changes  in  the  basic 
highway  law  is  found  in  section  3  of  the 
bill  we  are  considering.  It  provides  for 
the  first  time  that  States  may  reimburse 
tenants  up  to  $200  and  businesses  up  to 
$3,000  for  their  moving  costs  when  they 
are  compelled  to  relocate  by  reason  of 
the  construction  of  a  new  highway.  The 
Federal  Government  will  include  such 
payments  as  part  of  highway  construc¬ 
tion  costs  when  reimbursing  States  with 
Federal  funds.  There  is  some  justifica¬ 
tion  for  such  payment  if  for  no  other 
reason  than  to  avoid  discrimination. 

The  Federal  Government  for  some 
time  has  been  paying  relocation  costs 
in  connection  with  land  takings  for 
reclamation,  flood  control  and  urban  re¬ 
newal  projects.  In  these  projects  the 
Federal  Government  acquires  the  land 
directly.  In  highway  right-of-way  ac¬ 
quisitions  we  must  remember  that  it  is 
the  State,  rather  than  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment,  that  takes,  owns  and  main¬ 
tains  the  highway  right-of-way. 

Some  of  us  felt  that  the  provision  pro¬ 
viding  for  the  payment  of  relocation 
moving  costs  was  a  little  premature. 
The  Committee  on  Public  Works  has  set 
up  a  Select  Committee  on  Real  Prop¬ 
erty  Acquisition.  It  has  a  sizable  and 
experienced  staff.  Its  very  purpose  is 
to  make  a  complete  and  exhaustive 
study  in  depth  of  the  practices,  proce¬ 
dures  and  moneys  paid  in  connection 
with  land  takings  by  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  in  all  categories.  The  com¬ 
mittee’s  objective,  as  stated  by  its  chair¬ 
man,  is  “to  make  an  impartial,  non¬ 
political  and  comprehensive  study  to 
determine  if  existing  law,  practices  and 
procedures  in  the  acquisition  and  evalu¬ 
ation  of  real  property  by  the  Federal 
Government  are  unfair,  either  to  prop¬ 
erty  owners  because  of  inadequate  pay¬ 
ments,  or  to  taxpayers  because  of  over¬ 
payment.”  Among  the  broad  areas 
which  the  chairman  of  the  Select  Com¬ 
mittee  said  the  study  would  cover  is  the 
following: 

Measurement  and  payment  of  compensa¬ 
tion  for  losses,  expenses  and  damages  not 
reflected  in  the  value  of  the  real  property 
which  are  incurred  by  the  owner  or  others 
as  the  result  of  taking  of  real  property. 

This  Select  Committee  is  therefore 
currently  studying  how  and  under  what 
circumstances  moving  or  relocation  costs 
should  be  paid  to  those  who  must  move 
from  newly  acquired  highway  rights-of- 
way.  Instead  of  waiting  for  the  conclu¬ 
sions  of  this  committee  on  this  very 
subject,  this  legislation  jumps  the  gun 
and  arbitrarily  sets  a  pattern  for  pay¬ 
ment  of  relocation  costs  in  connection 
with  right-of-way  acquisition  for  high¬ 
ways. 

While  payment  of  relocation  costs  is 
generally  acceptable,  paragraph  b  of  sec¬ 
tion  3  of  the  bill  is  highly  objectionable 
and  in  the  opinion  of  many  of  us,  who 
are  familiar  with  highway  problems,  will 
delay  and  seriously  hamper  the  highway 
construction  program. 

The  American  Association  of  State 
Highway  Officials  conducted  a  survey  of 
the  State  highway  departments  and 
found  that  all  50  States  were  definitely 
and  unequivocally  opposed  to  the  pro- 
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visions  of  paragraph  b.  Subsequently 
the  governors  of  only  two  States,  Cali¬ 
fornia  and  Ohio,  reversed  the  position  of 
their  highway  directors.  Why  they  did 
it  is  a  subject  for  political  speculation. 

Now  what  does  this  paragraph  b  of 
section  3  provide?  It  says  that  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce,  before  he  approves 
any  highway  project,  must  be  satisfied 
that  there  exists  one  or  more  feasible 
methods  for  relocation  of  families  dis¬ 
placed  by  the  acquisition  or  clearance 
of  rights-of-way.  This  means  that  every 
State,  every  community — local  or 
urban — must  have  a  relocation  agency 
or  program  for  the  relocation  of  families. 
It  means  that  the  methods  and  proce¬ 
dures  these  States  agencies  use  must  be 
satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  before  a  highway  construction 
project  can  go  forward.  It  makes  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  a  virtual  dictator 
over  local  and  State  governments  when  it 
comes  to  relocation  of  families. 

There  is  no  definition  in  the  bill  as  to 
what  constitutes  a  feasible  method. 
Therefore,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
is  the  sole  judge  of  the  type  of  setup 
and  procedures  a  local  or  State  govern¬ 
ment  must  have  before  he  approves  a 
highway  project.  We  get  a  clue,  how¬ 
ever,  as  to  what  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  is  going  to  consider  a  feasible 
method.  We  get  some  idea  of  the  guide¬ 
lines  that  he  is  going  to  follow  by  taking 
a  look  at  the  original  bill  introduced  by 
the  administration.  This  bill  gives  a 
blueprint  of  what  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  considers  a  feasible  method  or  pro¬ 
gram  for  relocating  families.  Here  is 
what  the  original  section  of  the  admin¬ 
istration  bill-  says: 

The  Secretary,  as  a  condition  precedent 
to  his  approval  of  any  highway  project,  shall 
require  the  State  highway  department, 
through  an  agency  or  agencies  acceptable  to 
the  Secretary,  to  assure  that  there  is  a 
feasible  method  for  the  temporary  reloca¬ 
tion  of  families  displaced  by  the  acquisition 
or  clearance  of  rights-of-way  for  any  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  highways;  that  there  are  or  will  be 
provided  in  areas  not  generally  less  desirable 
in  regard  to  the  availability  of  public  utili¬ 
ties  and  public  commercial  facilities  at  rents 
or  prices  within  the  financial  means  of  the 
families  displaced  by  the  acquisition  or 
clearance  of  such  rights-of-way,  decent,  safe, 
and  sanitary  dwellings  adequate  in  number 
to  accommodate  such  displaced  families  and 
reasonably  accessible  to  their  places  of  em¬ 
ployment. 

This  section  would  require  the  State 
to  relocate  families,  in  many  instances 
in  better  housing  better  located  than 
that  from  which  the  people  were  re¬ 
quired  to  move.  This  is  the  kind  of 
relocation  service  your  State,  your  com¬ 
munity,  is  going  to  be  required  to  give 
before  a  highway  project  is  approved  in 
your  township,  city,  or  village.  We  are 
putting  the  highway  departments  into 
the  housing  business. 

Your  State  highway  engineers,  or  any¬ 
one  else  that  knows  anything  at  all  about 
highway  consrtuction,  will  tell  you  that 
if  section  b  is  permitted  to  remain  in 
this  bill  it  is  going  to  seriously  interfere 
with  and  delay  the  highway  construc¬ 
tion  program. 
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The  testimony  before  the  committee 
was  conclusive  that  only  in  a  few  in¬ 
stances,  in  two  or  three  large  metro¬ 
politan  areas,  was  there  any  difficulty 
in  relocating  families  in  suitable  housing 
and  that  in  these  instances  the  problem 
was  gradually  being  worked  out.  If 
moving  costs  are  paid,  as  proposed  in 
the  current  bill,  it  should  help  materially 
in  relieving  any  hardship  that  may  exist. 
A  simple  provision  in  the  law,  which  I 
have  suggested,  would  solve  the  problem 
in  those  few  areas  where  it  exists.  The 
law  could  be  amended  to  provide  that 
tenants  be  given  at  least  6  months  be¬ 
fore  they  are  required  to  move  after  the 
land  is  taken  by  the  State.  This  would 
solve  the  problem. 

In  fact,  in  most  instances,  people  know 
long  before  the  land  is  actually  acquired 
that  they  will  have  to  relocate.  In 
some  cases  it  is  as  much  as  7  years.  The 
statute  provides  that  Federal  funds  may 
be  used  in  the  acquisition  of  rights-of- 
way  7  years  in  advance  of  actual  con¬ 
struction. 

As  I  have  said,  the  requirements  in 
section  b  could  be  used  to  delay  the  pro¬ 
gram  and  harass  the  people  who  must  do 
the  job.  We  all  know  that  there  are 
many  people  who  just  do  not  want  to 
move. 

Then  there  are  those  who  for  one 
reason  or  another  oppose  the  selected 
route  or  location  of  a  new  highway. 
There  are  others  who  for  selfish  reasons 
want  interchanges  and  access  points 
differently  located  from  that  which  the 
highway  engineers  recommend.  Anyone 
desiring  to  delay  the  program  or  pos¬ 
sibly  force  the  changes  I  have  just  men¬ 
tioned  could  latch  on  to  the  provisions  in 
paragraph  b  and  for  a  dozen  different 
reasons  contend  that  suitable  housing 
is  not  available. 

Court  actions,  I  am  sure,  will  be  insti¬ 
tuted  on  this  basis.  Whether  the  com¬ 
plainants  succeed  or  not,  such  actions 
will  have  the  effect  of  delaying  and  in¬ 
creasing  the  costs  of  the  program.  To 
avoid  such  delays  highway  officials  and 
others  might  be  forced  to  change  routes, 
interchanges,  and  access  points  which 
are  not  in  the  best  interests  of  good 
highway  engineering.  Therefore,  the 
Baldwin  amendment,  which  will  require 
highway  departments  only  to  furnish 
relocation  advisory  assistance,  should  be 
adopted. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCHERER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Maryland. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Of  course,  the  gentle¬ 
man  knows  that  the  additional  money 
that  is  allocated  by  this  bill  for  the 
A-B-C  system,  $950  million  for  1964  and 
$975  million  for  1965,  does  not  increase 
the  national  debt  in  any  way.  This  comes 
out  of  the  trust  fund,  and  the  committee 
was  told  by  the  Bureau  that  there  were 
sufficient  funds  to  take  care  of  this  in¬ 
crease  without  endangering  in  any  way 
the  completion  of  the  Interstate  System. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  The  gentleman  in  his 
statement  is  absolutely  correct,  that 
these  moneys  do  come  out  of  the  trust 
fund.  But,  I  cannot  visualize  myself,  as 
a  conservative,  approving,  as  does  this 


bill,  an  expenditure  of  $25  million  over 
and  above  that  recommended  by  the 
President  of  the  United  States.  I  just 
want  to  point  that  out  to  keep  the  rec¬ 
ord  clear. 

Mr.  REIFEL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Yes,  I  will  be  de¬ 
lighted  to  yield  to  the  gentleman  from 
South  Dakota. 

Mr.  REIFEL.  I  have  just  received  a 
letter  from  the  secretary  of  our  State 
highway  commission  and  in  this  letter  he 
was  wondering  why  this  change  was  nec¬ 
essary,  as  it  seemed  that  where  the  funds 
were  not  all  used  in  this  regard  that  they 
could  be  used  for  construction  and 
planning. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  just  wonder  if  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio  can  give  us  an  ex¬ 
planation  of  the  advisability  of  the 
amendment? 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Many  States  are 
anxious,  as  all  of  us  are,  to  get  pavement 
laid.  So  they  have  taken  the  1.5  percent 
which  could  be  used  for  planning  under 
existing  law  and  have  used  it  for  con¬ 
struction.  In  the  judgment  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  and  in  the  judgment  of  the  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads  the  road  program  would 
progress  better  and  more  efficiently  and 
less  costly  if  those  States  would  use  that 
1.5  percent  for  what  it  was  intended; 
namely,  research  and  scientific  planning. 
Therefore  we  make  it  now  mandatory 
for  the  States  to  use  that  1.5  percent  for 
planning  and  research. 

Mr.  Chairman,  to  further  answer  the 
question  of  the  gentleman  from  South 
Dakota  [Mr.  Reifel],  this  question  of  re¬ 
search  and  planning  is  so  important  that 
this  bill  also  provides  another  basic 
change  in  the  law:  it  provides  that  a 
State  may  also  use  an  additional  one- 
half  of  1  percent  for  research  and 
planning,  if  it  so  desires.  It  does  not 
have  to  use  that  one-half  of  1  percent 
for  planning.  If  it  does  not  see  fit  to 
use  that  additional  one-half  of  1  percent, 
then  it  can  use  that  money  for  con¬ 
struction  purposes. 

Mr.  REIFEL.  Mr.-  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Yes. 

Mr  REIFEL.  If  the  bill  passes  with 
the  amendment  in  it  requiring  the  man¬ 
datory  use  of  the  1.5  percent  or  otherwise 
it  lapses,  that  is  certainly  going  to  tend 
to  make  some  of  the  States  which  have 
not  been  using  it  tend  to  overplan  and 
overuse  this  particular  area  so  that  the 
money  does  not  lapse. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  I  doubt  that.  The 
evidence  before  the  committee  indicated 
that  each  State  could  very  well  use  the 
1.5  percent  in  research  and  planning.  I 
think  the  majority  and  minority  agree 
fully  in  this  respect. 

Mr.  REIFEL.  I  appreciate  the  gentle¬ 
man’s  explanation,  and  I  thank  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  KNOX.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCHERER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  KNOX.  There  has  been  a  ques¬ 
tion  raised  in  my  own  mind  relative  to 
the  jurisdiction  in  the  case  of  sign  re¬ 
moval  from  highways  where  Federal 


funds  have  been  used  for  construction 
purposes  on  a  matching  basis.  The 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  I  believe  on 
December  25,  1961,  issued  a  memoran¬ 
dum  which  provided  for  all  highways 
to  be  free  of  any  directional  signs — any 
signs  advertising  business — located  in 
front  of  a  business,  or  the  Federal  funds 
would  be  cut  off  from  the  respective 
States. 

It  was  my  understanding  when  we 
passed  the  Interstate  Highway  Act  that 
we  did  give  that  jurisdiction  as  far  as 
the  Interstate  System  is  concerned  to  the 
States;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  SCHERER.  That  is  right,  to  the 
States. 

Mr.  KNOX.  Now,  is  it  the  opinion  of 
the  gentleman,  who  has  been  serving  on 
this  committee  for  some  time,  that  the 
Federal  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  got  a 
directive  or  jurisdiction  to  issue  such 
a  memorandum  that  would  not  permit 
directional  signs  or  other  signs  in  front 
of  a  place  of  business  designed  to  adver¬ 
tise  such  place  of  business  on  roads 
other  than  interstate  roads? 

Mr.  SCHERER.  I  am  unfamiliar  with 
the  directive  which  the  gentleman  men¬ 
tions,  but  I  do  not  think  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  has  the  right  to  make  such 
a  directive  insofar  as  the  Interstate 
System  is  concerned  until  and  unless 
the  State  itself  decides  to  participate  in 
that  particular  phase  of  the  program. 
Then  the  State  is  given  one-half  percent 
increase  in  its  yearly  apportionment  if  it 
abides  by  the  regulations  with  reference 
to  signs  and  billboards. 

I  would  appreciate  it  if  the  gentleman 
would  permit  me  to  discuss  this  a  little 
later  because  I  am  not  too  familiar  with 
the  existing  situation  and  I  do  want  to 
get  along  with  the  bill  before  us. 

Mr.  KNOX.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Pennsylvania  [Mr.  Bar¬ 
rett], 

(Mr.  BARRETT  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  speak  out  of  order  and  to 
revise  and  extend  his  remarks.) 

MEDICINE  FOR  THE  AGED  UNDER  SOCIAL  SECURITY 

Mr.  BARRETT.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  was 
indeed  sorry  to  learn  that  yesterday  our 
colleagues  in  the  Senate  tabled  the  An¬ 
derson  amendment  to  II.R.  10606,  which 
would  provide  medicare  for  the  aged  un¬ 
der  social  security.  The  defeat  of  this 
amendment  not  only  harms  the  people 
in  my  district,  but  is  detrimental  to  the 
welfare  of  the  entire  Nation.  I  only 
hope  the  American  people  will  protest 
this  action  and  force  the  House  to  con¬ 
sider  H.R.  4222,  the  Health  Insurance 
Benefits  Act,  which  is  also  known  as  the 
Anderson-King  medical  care  bill  for  the 
aged. 

I  am  very  much  in  favor  of  the  An¬ 
derson-King  bill  because  it  will  do  the 
greatest  good  for  the  greatest  number  of 
people  in  our  country  today — the"  elderly 
and  the  retired — and  in  years  to  come 
will  provide  needed  benefits  to  the  men 
and  women  who  are  now  working,  but 
who  will  one  day  reach  retirement  age. 

There  has  been  considerable  discussion 
for  and  against  such  a  medical  care 
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program,  but  I  am  pleased  to  say  that 
a  majority  of  the  people  living  in  the 
First  Congressional  District  of  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  are  in  favor  of  it.  If  you  could 
only  read  the  comments  I  receive  in  the 
mail  on  this  bill,  you  would  not  hesitate 
for  1  minute  to  support  medicare  legis¬ 
lation,  but  would  insist  that  the  House 
be  permitted  to  vote  on  it. 

Here  are  a  few  examples  of  comments 
I  am  receiving  daily  in  the  mail: 

Only  such  a  bill  would  meet  the  needs  of 
the  aged. 

My  parents  are  among  the  15  million  under 
social  security.  Their  income  hardly  meets 
the  expenses  of  today’s  medical  bills. 

Retired  people  need  more  medical  care 
than  any  other  age  group.  The  cost  of  medi¬ 
cal  care  is  too  expensive  for  them  and  insur¬ 
ance  is  too  much  for  them  to  pay. 


The  expenses  of  medical  care  are  a  great 
problem  to  our  retirees  today. 


My  husband  and  I  haven’t  enough  income 
to  afford  adequate  medical  attention. 


I’m  on  social  security  and  really  need  all 
the  breaks  I  can  get. 

I  am  already  receiving  social  security 
checks.  Needless  to  say,  I  find  it  very  diffi¬ 
cult  to  make  the  check  cover  rent,  food,  etc. 

Mr.  Chairman,  over  16.5  million  Amer¬ 
ican  citizens  are  now  65  or  older.  By 
1970  this  number  will  increase  to  19.5 
million.  These  senior  citizens  require 
twice  as  much  medical  care  as  younger 
persons.  The  cost  of  these  increased 
medical  expenses  and  the  ordinary  day- 
to-day  living  expenses  must  be  met  by 
the  aged  out  of  reduced  incomes.  Exten¬ 
sive  research  has  disclosed  that,  in  many 
instances,  lacking  the  necessary  means 
to  pay  for  medical  treatment,  our  aged 
deprive  themselves  of  it  or  must  rely  on 
free  care  or  public  assistance. 

In  the  autumn  of  their  years,  are  we 
to  deny  our  elderly  citizens  the  protec¬ 
tion  they  need  against  the  cost  of  neces¬ 
sary  medical  care?  Most  of  all,  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  golden  years  of  retire¬ 
ment,  which  we  all  will  pass  through, 
must  and  should  be  lived  with  dignity 
and  not  shame. 

Medical  care  is  the  greatest  legislative 
challenge  of  this  session  and  this  cen¬ 
tury.  I  urge  all  of  you  here  today  to  de¬ 
mand  that  we  be  given  the  opportunity 
to  vote  on  the  Anderson-King  bill. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
[Mr.  Kluczynski]  . 

(Mr.  KLUCZYNSKI  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1962 

Mr.  KLUCZYNSKI.  Mr.  Chairman, 
H.R.  12135,  which  is  before  this  House 
today,  is  a  good  bill.  I  am  pi’oud  to  be 
a  member  of  the  House  Committee  on 
Public  Works  which  reported  this  legis¬ 
lation  after  extensive  hearings.  This  bill 
will  move  the  highway  program  of  the 
United  States  forward  in  the  manner 
which  was  originally  intended  in  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956.  May 
I  congratulate  my  good  friend  and  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  Public 


Works  Committee,  the  gentleman  from 
New  Yoi’k,  Charles  Buckley,  for  his 
leadership  in  producing  this  legislation; 
and  my  other  good  friend  and  colleague, 
the  chairman  of  the  Subcommittee  on 
Roads,  one  of  the  leading  experts  on 
highways  in  the  country,  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland,  George  Fallon.  They 
have  worked  long  and  hard  to  present 
this  bill  which  is  before  you  today. 

I  am  particulai’ly  gratified  that  for  the 
first  time  in  highway  legislation  we  rec¬ 
ognize  the  fact  those  individuals,  fami¬ 
lies,  or  small  businesses  which  are  relo¬ 
cated  as  a  result  of  the  construction  of  a 
road  will  receive  the  necessary  moving 
expenses  for  the  inconvenience  and  hard¬ 
ships  caused  to  them  by  the  highway 
construction  program  throughout  the 
country.  In  1956  we  enacted  into  law 
legislation  which  allowed  reimbui’sement 
to  utilities  for  moving  expenses  when 
such  utilities  were  displaced  by  road  con¬ 
struction.  It  is  only  fitting  and  proper 
that  human  beings  receive  the  same 
treatment  as  utilities.  From  the  testi¬ 
mony  heard  by  the  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee  during  the  hearings  on  this  bill, 
I  am  certain  that  these  payments  for 
relocation  costs  will  not,  to  any  great 
degree,  slow  down  the  construction  pro¬ 
gram  now  underway  on  the  Interstate 
and  ABC  Systems.  I  am  vei-y  much  in 
favor  of  these  payments  for  relocation. 
I  think  it  is  justified,  equitable,  and 
proper.  I  strongly  support  this  section 
and  all  other  sections  of  what  I  believe 
to  be  a  very  fine  highway  bill.  I  hope 
the  House  will  pass  this  legislation. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Baldwin]  . 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chaii'man,  it 
has  been  a  privilege  to  serve  again  this 
year  on  the  Roads  Subcommittee  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Public  Works  un¬ 
der  the  able  chairmanship  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  fi’om  Mai’yland  [Mr.  Fallon],  I 
have  had  that  privilege  for  the  past  8 
yeai’s.  I  z’espect  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Fallon]  most  highly  for 
the  fair  and  impartial  maimer  in  which 
he  presides  over  our  committee  hearings 
and  his  very  comprehensive  and  detailed 
knowledge  of  the  highway  program  of 
the  Federal  Government.  It  has  been 
ar.  equal  privilege  to  serve  during  the 
past  8  years  on  the  subcommittee  with 
the  gentleman  from  Ohio  [Mr.  Scherer] 
who  is  now  the  ranking  Republican  mem¬ 
ber  of  the  subcommittee  and  who  has 
shown  during  that  period  of  time  a 
tremendous  dedication  to  the  best  inter¬ 
ests  of  the  people  of  our  country  from 
the  standpoint  of  the  highway  program. 
I  join  the  gentleman  from  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Auchincloss]  in  expressing  my  per¬ 
sonal  sorrow  that  the  gentleman  from 
Ohio  [Mr.  Scherer]  has  made  a  decision 
not  to  remain  in  the  Congress  and  to 
devote  his  great  service  to  the  work 
which  he  has  so  ably  carried  out. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill  we  have  before 
us  is  a  bill  which  generally  I  support. 
I  do  have  an  amendment  which  I  pro¬ 
pose  to  offer,  dealing  with  a  portion  of 
section  3  of  the  bill.  Section  3  of  the 
bill  as  a  whole  provides  for  Federal  re¬ 
imbursement  to  States,  if  a  State  has  a 
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law  authorizing  payment  to  individuals 
or  businesses  for  the  relocation  of 
families  and  businesses.  If  a  State  has 
such  a  law,  then  section  3  will  provide 
that  the  Federal  Government  will  reim¬ 
burse  that  State  up  to  the  same  propor¬ 
tion  that  we  reimburse  that  State  for 
that  particular  kind  of  highway;  if  it 
be  interstate  it  is  90  percent,  and  if  it  is 
State  primary  or  secondary  roads,  then 
it  is  50  percent.  There  is  no  quarrel 
with  that  provision  for  this  reimburse¬ 
ment  feature.  But  there  is  a  difference 
of  opinion  about  the  section  (b)  portion 
of  section  3.  This  (b)  portion,  and  I 
would  like  to  read  it,  reads  as  follows: 

(b)  The  Secretary  prior  to  his  approval 
of  any  project  under  section  106  of  this  title 
for  right-of-way  acquisition  or  actual  con¬ 
struction  shall  require  the  State  highway 
department  to  give  satisfactory  assurance 
that  there  exists  one  or  more  feasible  meth¬ 
ods  (including  relocation  advisory  assist¬ 
ance)  for  the  relocation  of  families  displaced 
by  acquisition  or  clearance  of  rights-of-way 
for  any  Federal-aid  highway. 

This  proposes  to  take  some  thing  from 
the  States  in  the  way  of  control  and 
concentrate  it  in  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce.  It  has  not  been  placed  in  the 
hands  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
prior  to  this  time. 

Up  to  this  time,  we  gave  the  States  the 
full  responsibility  to  determine  their 
procedures  for  relocation.  In  fact,  when 
the  Congress  passed  the  Federal  Inter¬ 
state  Highway  Act  of  1956,  it  was  stated 
time  and  again  that  we  were  going  to 
try  to  be  sure  not  to  just  grasp  Federal 
control  and  to  take  the  control  away 
from  the  States  and  put  it  in  the  hands 
of  the  Federal  Government  for  the 
actual  detailed  procedures  for  construc¬ 
ting  this  highway  program. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  The  gentle¬ 
man  recognizes  the  fact  that  all  the  re¬ 
straints  that  can  be  conjured  have  been 
proposed  in  this  legislation  to  protect 
the  rights  of  the  States.  It  is  not  that 
the  Federal  Government  is  going  in  and 
selecting  the  States.  The  States,  first, 
have  to  operate  in  the  acquisition  of 
property  and  it  is  up  to  them  to  decide 
whether  or  not  they  want  to  acquire 
property  under  the  terms  of  this  act. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  have  some  differ¬ 
ence  of  interpretation  with  the  gentle¬ 
man.  I  thank  the  gentleman  for  the 
point  he  has  made,  but  I  have  some  dif¬ 
ference  of  interpretation  with  him.  The 
wording  of  the  bill  is  quite  specific.  It 
gives  the  Secretary  entire  power  to  de¬ 
termine  what  is  a  feasible  method  of 
relocation.  This  is  something  we  have 
not  given  to  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
before.  He  does  not  have  any  particu¬ 
lar  guideline  set  forth  in  this  bill.  He 
has  almost  open  authority  to  determine 
what  he  feels  is  a  feasible  method  of 
relocation,  and  then  to  impose  his  de¬ 
cision  or  his  interpretation  upon  the 
State  whether  the  State  feels  the  same 
way  about  what  a  proper  procedure  for 
relocation  is  or  not. 

It  seems  to  me  we  should  not  concen¬ 
trate  that  kind  of  power  in  the  Secretary 
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of  Commerce  when  we  have  not  done 
so  up  to  this  time.  The  procedures  that 
are  set  forth  in  the  bill  require  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  determine  what  is  a  feasible 
method.  It  also  says  that  the  State 
should  provide  relocation  advisory  as¬ 
sistance. 

I  think  it  is  better  for  the  State  to 
provide  relocation  advisory  assistance, 
and  my  amendment  basically  would 
simply  strike  out  the  words  that  would 
give  the  Secretary  the  power  to  deter¬ 
mine  what  a  possible  method  is  and 
would  simply  leave  the  State  to  provide 
relocation  advisory  assistance. 

I  think  it  might  be  appropriate  at  this 
point  to  refer  to  certain  statements  which 
have  been  made  about  this.  I  refer  you 
to  page  99  of  the  hearings  on  this  bill 
when  the  President  of  the  American  As¬ 
sociation  of  State  Highway  Officials,  Mr. 
J.  C.  Womack,  had  this  to  say  about  sec¬ 
tion  3: 

As  to  section  3,  assistance  to  displaced 
families  and  businesses,  we  advise  against 
the  passage  of  such  a  provision  at  this  time. 

There  is  another  statement  I  quote 
from  him: 

There  are  many  questions  that  we  think 
must  be  answered  also,  such  as,  Who  would 
determine  what  is  adequate,  safe,  sanitary, 
convenient  housing  within  the  means  of  the 
individual,  and  as  we  understand  the  pro¬ 
vision,  the  State  highway  department  would 
have  to  make  a  showing  that  this  housing 
was  available  before  we  could  even  go  ahead 
with  acquiring  right-of-way  to  build  any 
Federal-aid  project,  whether  it  be  the  in¬ 
terstate,  primary,  secondary,  or  whether  it 
be  in  an  urban  or  totally  rural  area. 

Further  on  the  same  page  he  makes 
this  statement: 

We  believe  that  it  would  be  a  means  of 
introducing  controversy,  delay,  and  political 
pressures  into  the  program  to  the  point  that 
it  could  effectively  stop  the  highway  pro¬ 
gram  in  certain  areas. 

My  amendment  does  not  propose  to 
strike  section  3  but  does  propose  to  eli¬ 
minate  this  authority  to  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  to  be  the  sole  arbiter  in 
the  matter  of  possible  relocation. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  prefer  not  to  yield 
until  I  have  finished  my  statement. 

Mr."  EDMONDSON.  I  will  get  the 
gentleman  additional  time. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  do  not  yield  at 
the  moment,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  have  here  a  telegram  from  the 
American  Automobile  Association,  which 
I  believe,  represents  the  greatest  num¬ 
ber  of  people  who  drive  automobiles 
throughout  the  country.  I  want  to  read 
it: 

,  Washington,  D.C., 

July  16,  1962. 

Hon.  John  Baldwin, 

House  of  Representatives, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Reasons  advanced  by  a  substantial  num¬ 
ber  of  members,  House  Public  Works  Com¬ 
mittee,  to  limit  requirement  involving  relo¬ 
cation  of  families  and  businesses  to  reloca¬ 
tion  advisory  assistance  in  section  3  of  H.R. 
12135  should  have  support  of  all  Members 
of  Congress  favoring  orderly  highway  plan¬ 
ning  and  construction.  To  require  any  other 
condition  such  as  feasible  methods  as  a 
precedent  to  approval  of  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  for  use  of  highway  trust  fund  money. 


all  of  which  is  provided  by  users  through 
special  taxes,  could  result  in  delay  and 
greatly  increased  cost  for  purchase  of  rights- 
of-way  and  construction.  Your  amendment 
avoids  serious  dangers  to  the  Federal-Aid 
highway  program  and  should  be  supported. 

Russell  Singer, 
Executive  Vice  President. 

I  also  have  here  a  letter  from  the 
American  Road  Builders  Association, 
which  certainly  has  knowledge  of  the 
problems  involved  in  the  case  of  the 
primary  highway  systems  and  the  sec¬ 
ondary  roads.  It  is  dated  July  17,  1962. 
I  read  the  following  from  this  letter:  - 

We  understand  that  you  will  offer  an 
amendment  to  require  State  highway  de¬ 
partments  to  give  satisfactory  assurance  that 
relocation  assistance  will  be  provided  to  dis¬ 
placed  .  families  and  businesses,  in  lieu  of 
the  present  language  of  the  bill  requiring 
assurance  of  one  or  more  feasible  methods 
for  the  relocation  of  families. 

In  our  judgment,  your  amendment,  which 
we  strongly  endorse,  would  remove  some 
ambiguities  from  the  section  and  make  it 
a  more  effective  instrument  for  encourag¬ 
ing  the  States  to  improve  their  relocation 
programs. 

It  is  signed  by  Louis  W.  Prentiss,  ma¬ 
jor  general  U.S.  Army,  retired,  executive 
vice  president. 

It  seems  to  me  with  this  statement, 
the  testimony  of  the  President  of  the 
American  Association  of  State  Highway 
Officials,  and  the  telegram  from  the 
American  Automobile  Association  that 
we  should  amend  this  proposal  to  con¬ 
centrate  power  in  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  and  to  give  him  power  to  be  the 
sole  arbiter,  the  sole  one  to  determine 
what  is  the  possible  method  to  determine 
relocation  of  people  displaced  by  this 
program. 

So  my  amendment  primarily  is  sim¬ 
ply  to  reserve  to  the  States  the  power 
to  make  that  decision  and  require  them 
to  provide  relocation  advisory  assist¬ 
ance,  but  it  leaves  them  with  the  basic 
power  to  determine  the  proper  feasible 
method  of  relocation  of  people  and 
rights-of-way. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Johnson!. 

(Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California  asked 
and  was  given  permission  to  revise  and 
extend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  rise  in  support  of  H.R.  12135. 
I  am  gratified  that  the  Public  Works 
Committee,  of  which  I  am  a  member,  has 
reported  out  H.R.  12135  which  is  an 
essential  piece  of  legislation  insofar  as 
development  of  our  vast  Federal  highway 
system  is  concerned.  The  bill  before  us 
on  the  floor  today  gives  the  needed  finan¬ 
cial  impetus  to  the  further  development 
of  that  vast  network  of  roads  outside  of 
the  Interstate  system  which  forms  the 
backbone  of  our  entire  road  program.  I 
wholeheartedly  support  this  legislation, 
and  I  trust  that  the  House  will  see  fit 
to  approve  it  today.  If  I  may,  I  would 
like  to  address  my  remarks  specifically  to 
one  section  of  the  bill  which  deals  with 
a  subject  which  is  of  immense  concern 
not  only  to  myself  but  to  all  Members  of 
Congress  who  are  interested  in  the  fur¬ 
ther  development  of  our  vast  natural  re¬ 
sources.  That  section  deals  with  the 


authorization  for  forest  development 
roads  and  trails.  It  was  my  privilege  to 
offer  in  the  committee  an  amendment 
which  was  adopted  by  the  committee 
unanimously  which  increases  the  author¬ 
ization  for  appropriation  for  develop¬ 
ment  of  forest  roads  and  trails  by  adding 
an  additional  $10  million  for  the  fiscal 
year  1963,  $70  million  for  the  fiscal 
year  1964,  and  $85  million  for  the  fiscal 
year  1965. 

Forest  development  roads  and  trails 
provide  access  to  national  forest  lands 
for  the  protection,  development,  and 
multiple-use  management  of  the  forests, 
including  resources  on  which  communi¬ 
ties  in  or  near  the  forests  are  depending. 
This  system  of  roads  and  trails  is  admin¬ 
istered  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
through  the  Forest  Service. 

As  of  June  30,  1961,  there  were  179,213 
miles  of  roads  and  106,577  miles  of  trails 
on  record  in  the  forest  development  sys¬ 
tem.  It  is  estimated  that  when  com¬ 
pletely  installed  this  system  will  consist 
of  542,250  miles  of  access  roads  and  that 
the  trail  network  will  be  reduced  to  80,000 
miles.  An  adequate  system  of  forest  de¬ 
velopment  roads  and  trails  is  essential 
now  to  the  proper  development  and  bene¬ 
ficial  use  of  national  forests  and  their 
resources.  The  presence  of  these  roads 
and  trails  has  a  direct  influence  on  the 
protection  of  national  forest  resources 
from  fire,  insects,  and  disease;  the  use 
of  recreation,  hunting,  and  fishing  areas; 
the  volume  of  timber  that  can  be 
marketed  especially  for  small  sales  and 
the  support  of  dependent  communities 
and  small  business  enterprises;  and  the 
level  of  salvage  cutting  in  dead  and  dying 
timber  stands  and  the  opportunity  to 
promptly  salvage  losses  resulting  from 
fire,  windstorm,  insects,  and  disease. 

Furthermore,  roads  that  give  access 
to  national  forest  timber  are  investments 
which  pay  their  own  way  over  a  period 
of  years.  Use  of  these  roads  by  the  pub¬ 
lic  results  in  substantial  benefits  to  the 
localities  the  roads  serve. 

The  Forest  Service  at  the  present  time 
has  underway  a  long-range  10-year  de¬ 
velopment  program  for  our  national  for¬ 
ests.  This  program  was  transmitted  by 
the  President  to  the  Congress  in  Sep¬ 
tember  of  1961.  The  benefits  from  this 
long-range  10-year  program  of  which 
this  increased  authorization  is  an  essen¬ 
tial  part  are  many.  They  include  not 
only  direct  financial  revenues  returning 
to  the  Government  but  many  secondary 
benefits  and  intangible  benefits.  Direct 
financial  revenues  from  the  forest  sys¬ 
tem  will  rise  to  about  $230  million  an¬ 
nually  by  the  time  the  10-year  program 
is  completed  or  nearly  double  current 
receipts.  These  receipts  will  then  con¬ 
tinue  to  exceed  annual  operating  ex¬ 
penses  of  the  program.  By  the  year 
2000  the  annual  worth  of  the  national 
forest  timber  sales  should  reach  $350 
million  based  on  1960  prices.  Payments 
from  national  forest  revenues  for  county 
schools  and  roads  will  increase  corre¬ 
spondingly.  The  capital  value  of  the 
timber,  forage  and  lands  in  the  national 
forest  system  will  have  increased  by 
about  $2  billion  as  a  result  of  the  10- 
year  program.  Many  secondary  benefits 
including  the  employment  of  numbers 
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of  people  during  this  10-year  program, 
and  the  harvesting  of  national  forest 
timber  and  other  projects,  plus  the  value 
added  to  these  products  by  manufacture, 
distribution  and  marketing  will  occur. 
It  is  estimated  that  the  program  will 
provide  direct  employment  for  about 
32,750  at  its  peak.  Much  of  this  will  be 
in  areas  of  labor  surplus  and  low  rural 
incomes.  Of  the  186  million  acres  of 
land  administered  by  the  Forest  Service, 
80  million  acres  are  in  such  area.  Thus 
it  is  easy  to  see  the  many  benefits  that 
will  arise  for  the  Nation  as  a  whole. 

My  own  district  in  northern  Califor¬ 
nia  includes  19  of  California  counties. 
Its  area  amounts  to  about  53,000 
square  miles  and  each  and  every  county 
participates  in  this  program.  We  are 
very  much  interested  in  seeing  the  forest 
roads  and  trails  program  expand.  Every 
dollar  that  has  been  put  into  this  pro¬ 
gram  in  the  past  has  been  or  will  be  re¬ 
turned  to  the  Federal  Government.  I 
am  certain  that  the  figures  in  H.R. 
12135  will  be  returned  over  the  years. 
The  funds  that  I  trust  the  House  will 
authorize  today  will  open  still  further 
our  national  forest  for  recreation;  for 
proper  harvesting  of  timber;  for  further 
control  of  disease  and  fire  and  for  an 
overall  proper  management  of  one  of 
our  greatest  natural  resources. 

I  urge  the  passage  of  H.R.  12135. 

Mr.  OLSEN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Montana. 

Mr.  OLSEN.  I  wish  to  commend  my 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Johnson]  on  his  splendid  state¬ 
ment.  I  am  in  support  of  this  bill  and 
I  want  to  subscribe  and  endorse  the  re¬ 
marks  the  gentleman  has  made,  because 
the  opening  up  of  this  vast  land  in  his 
district  and  in  mine  is  of  great  impor¬ 
tance  to  the  people  of  our  districts  and 
of  extreme  importance  to  the  people  of 
the  United  States. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  I  thank 
the  gentleman  very  much. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Maryland. 

Mr.  FALLON.  I,  too,  would  like  to 
congratulate  the  gentleman  for  the  fine 
job  he  did  for  the  forests  of  his  State. 
He  has  brought  to  our  committee  a 
wealth  of  knowledge  about  these  forests, 
and  we  look  to  him  as  an  expert.  I 
would  like  to  congratulate  him. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 

Mr.  RIVERS  of  Alaska.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  I  yield 
to  the  gentleman  from  Alaska. 

Mr.  RIVERS  of  Alaska.  I  would  also 
like  to  associate  myself  with  the  remarks 
of  the  entleman  from  California  and 
commend  him  for  the  very  sound  work 
he  has  done  in  cooperation  with  the 
committee  and  with  some  of  his  other 
colleagues  from  the  Western  States.  I 
have  been  with  you  all  the  way  in  this 
effort,  and  I  also  express  my  appreciation 
to  the  committee. 

Mr.  JOHNSON  of  California.  I  thank 
the  gentleman. 


Mr.  SCHERER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Robison]. 

(Mr.  ROBISON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  ROBISON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  address  my  remarks  first  to 
the  relocation-payment  provisions  of 
H.R.  12135 — not  so  much  to  the  merits 
thereof  but  to  the  procedure  we  are  fol¬ 
lowing. 

Now,  as  you  will  probably  recognize, 
this  new  program  would  amount  to  an 
extension  of  the  concept  of  “just  com¬ 
pensation.”  There  have  been  previous 
extensions.  As  you  may  also  know,  the 
military  departments  already  are  paying 
moving  costs  up  to  25  percent  of  the  fair 
value  of  land  taken  by  them  for  a  public 
works  project.  So,  too,  can  the  Hous¬ 
ing  and  Home  Finance  Agency,  as  a  part 
of  the  total  cost  of  urban  renewal  proj¬ 
ects,  though  in  this  instance  the  per¬ 
mitted  payments  are,  as  in  H.R.  12135, 
limited  to  $200  per  family  and  $3,000  per 
business.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior, 
for  another,  is  authorized  to  reimburse 
owners  and  tenants  of  land  acquired  for 
development  projects  under  his  jurisdic¬ 
tion,  again  up  to  25  percent  of  the  fair 
value  of  the  taking.  For  another,  the 
Corps  of  Engineers  can  provide  reason¬ 
able  actual  costs  of  relocation  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  certain  of  its  flood  control  or 
navigation  and  water  control  projects. 

So  it  goes,  Mr.  Chairman,  until  we 
have,  you  see,  a  veritable  patchwork 
quilt  regarding  the  costs  of  relocating 
families  and  businesses  displaced  by 
Federal  or  federally  aided  land  takings. 

Now,  this  bill  today,  as  it  is  written, 
will  add  another  patch  to  that  quilt,  de¬ 
spite  the  fact  that  about  a  year  ago  our 
committee  asked  for  the  creation  of  a 
Special  Subcommittee  on  Real  Property 
Acquisition,  a  subcommittee  to  be  chaired 
by  the  gentleman  from  Tennessee  [Mr. 
Davis],  to  study  this  and  related  land 
acquisition  problems. 

I  would  like  to  refer  you  to  a  letter 
from  the  Bureau  of  the  Budget,  Execu¬ 
tive  Office  of  the  President,  dated  August 
14,  1961,  to  the  chairman  of  our  com¬ 
mittee,  in  response  to  his  request  for  a 
report  on  the  creation  of  this  subcom¬ 
mittee.  I  quote  from  that  letter  on  page 
2  thereof : 

There  have  been  many  complaints  that 
amounts  being  paid  are  inadequate  and  bills 
have  been  introduced  to  provide  more  liberal 
payments  for  property  acquired  for  specific 
Federal  programs  or  from  specific  property 
owners.  Generally,  we  have  not  favored  such 
proposals  because  they  would  provide  a  piece¬ 
meal  solution  and  would  result  in  varying 
amounts  being  paid  to  property  owners,  de¬ 
pending  upon  which  Federal  agency  hap¬ 
pened  to  take  their  property. 

Mr.  Chairman,  a  couple  of  weeks  ago 
some  of  us  were  concerned  when  we  were 
considering  the  Trade  Expansion  Act 
over  the  fact  that  we  might  be  for  the 
first  time  preparing  to  treat  some  of  our 
unemployed  citizens  differently,  depend¬ 
ing  upon  the  reason  back  of  their  unem¬ 
ployment.  I  thought  that  was  wrong 
then,  and  without  being  opposed  on  the 
merits  to  relocation  payments  to  per¬ 
sons  and  firms  displaced  by  the  highway 
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program,  I  think  all  of  our  citizens  are 
entitled  to  equal  treatment  under  our 
laws.  That  is  a  basic  principle  to  which 
our  Nation  has  always  subscribed,  and 
I  regret  that  our  committee  did  not  see 
fit  to  defer  this  matter  for  at  least  a 
year,  during  the  course  of  which  our 
special  subcommittee  could  have  been 
able  to  recommend,  I  hope,  uniform  leg¬ 
islation  in  this  area  of  concern  not  only 
to  the  full  committee,  but  to  the  Con¬ 
gress  as  well. 

Mr.  O’BRIEN  of  New  York.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROBISON.  I  am  glad  to  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  New  York, 

Mr.  O’BRIEN  of  New  York.  I  would 
like  to  compliment  the  gentleman  on  his 
statement.  While  I  intend  to  support 
the  compensation  provided  in  this  bill, 
I  think  the  gentleman  has  placed  his 
finger  very  squarely  on  a  major  problem 
before  this  Congress.  I  think  when  the 
U.S.  Government  for  any  purpose  what¬ 
soever — highways,  urban  renewal,  hous¬ 
ing  and  reclamation  or  irrigation — takes 
a  person’s  home  or  business,  that  that 
person  should  be  compensated  for  mov¬ 
ing  costs.  I  think  that  in  the  very  near 
future  we  should  in  this  Congress  enact 
a  general  law  covering  that  subject. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  his  contribution.  I  understand 
the  gentleman  is  the  sponsor  of  legisla¬ 
tion  which  would  provide  for  such  uni¬ 
form  coverage. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  address 
the  balance  of  my  remarks,  insofar  as 
time  will  permit,  to  an  issue  that  is  not 
covered  by  the  bill  although  in  my  judg¬ 
ment  it  should  have  been.  I  refer  to  the 
still  unresolved  problem  of  whether  or 
not  the  several  States  which  have  con¬ 
tributed  mileage  which  they  built  with¬ 
out  benefit  of  the  90  percent  Federal 
aid,  and  then  subsequently  contributed 
to  the  Interstate  System,  whether  those 
States  should  be  reimbursed  therefor. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  Members  would  turn 
to  page  12874  of  yesterday’s  Record, 
those  who  are  interested  will  find  a  brief 
history  that  I  inserted  in  the  Record 
as  to  how  this  situation  developed,  and 
a  table  showing  the  interstate  mileage — • 
90-10  mileage — that  most  of  the  States 
thereby  lost.  New  York  is  the  chief  loser, 
by  all  odds,  by  virtue  of  incorporation 
into  the  Interstate  System  of  our  500- 
mile-plus  thruway,  as  a  result  of  which 
our  original  allocation  of  1,227  interstate 
miles  has  been  reduced  by  nearly  half, 
and  all  we  have  to  show  for  our  enter¬ 
prise  in  this  respect  are  some  signs  in¬ 
dicating  that  our  thruway  is  an  inter¬ 
state  route.  Those  signs  may  be  pretty 
ones,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  they  are  far 
from  representing  just  compensation 
for  what  we  have  provided. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  find  as  a  result  of 
all  this  a  situation  exists  in  New  York 
where,  under  such  interstate  mileage 
as  we  now  have,  including  the  thru¬ 
way,  has  so  far  been  built  at  about  a 
13 -percent  cost  to  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  and  an  87-percent  cost  to  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  State  of  New  York,  which  is 
almost  a  complete  reversal  of  the  in¬ 
tended  Federal-aid  formula  under  the 
Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956.  In 
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my  judgment  this  is  an  inequitable  con¬ 
dition  that  should  have  been  corrected 
long  ago,  and  that  is  capable  of  being 
easily  corrected  by  virtue  of  the  circum¬ 
stances  under  which  it  arose.  I  think 
the  merits  of  this  situation  deserve  the 
further  consideration  of  our  committee, 
as  a  separate  matter  perhaps,  where  it 
could  be  determined  solely  on  its  own 
merits.  I  would  hope  that  there  would 
be  additional  time  for  us  to  do  so  this 
year. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROBISON.  I  would  be  happy  to 
yield  to  the  gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  merely  like  to  extend  my  own  per¬ 
sonal  appreciation  as  a  Representative 
of  a  State  very  much  affected  by  this 
problem  to  the  gentleman  from  New 
York  for  bringing  it  to  the  attention  of 
the  entire  House. 

I  also  commend  him  for  his  consistent 
fight  in  our  committee,  along  with  the 
Chairman  of  the  full  committee,  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Buckley], 
to  get  congressional  consideration  and 
action  on  this  long  delayed  subject. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROBISON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish 
to  associate  myself  with  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  and  also  pay  tribute  to 
the  leadership  he  has  provided  on  this 
issue.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  should  like  to 
ask  the  chairman  of  the  subcommittee 
handling  this  bill  if  he  anticipates  that 
anything  can  be  done  for  New  York 
State  in  this  respect. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROBISON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  FALLON.  The  gentleman  from 
New  York  brought  up  that  question  in 
the  committee  this  year  when  we  were 
holding  hearings  on  the  bill.  It  was  the 
judgment  of  the  committee  at  that  time 
that  it  should  be  held  in  abeyance  until 
another  time.  There  were  expressions 
time  and  time  again  by  the  committee 
indicating  that  we  realize  that  something 
has  to  be  done  and  will  be  done  some¬ 
time;  but  we  do  not  feel  that  it  can  be 
done  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield  further? 

Mr.  ROBISON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ap¬ 
preciate  very  much  the  remarks  of  the 
gentleman;  but  it  seems  that  this  has 
been  going  on  for  quite  awhile.  New 
York  State  is  far  from  the  only  State 
involved,  as  the  gentleman  knows.  I 
think  New  York  was  a  flagrant  example 
because  in  New  York  we  built  the  New 
York  State  Thruway  along  the  Federal 
highway  route.  But  many  other  States 
were  enterprising  enough  to  go  ahead 
and  build  right  along  the  Federal  high¬ 
way  route  prior  to  the  enactment  in  1956 
of  the  Highway  Act. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  the 
gentleman  will  yield  to  me,  I  might  say 
that  you  have  a  new  member  in  that 
group.  The  State  of  Maryland  has 
turned  back  mileage  on  the  Interstate 


System  to  the  Federal  Government  so 
that  they  could  build  a  road  to  connect 
the  harbor  tunnel  with  the  Delaware 
River  Bridge. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope 
this  will  motivate  the  gentleman  and 
other  Members  of  Congress  to  help  us 
get  some  justice  in  this  matter. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROBISON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I,  too, 
want  to  commend  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  for  his  leadership  on  this  vital 
issue.  My  State,  like  that  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma,  is  vitally  affected. 
One  reason  I  might  state  the  committee 
has  not  gone  forward  with  this  matter 
of  reimbursement  to  the  States  because 
the  estimated  cost  is  $4.5  billion.  We 
are  not  going  to  be  able  to  get  that  kind 
of  money  until  we  get  well  along  with 
the  present  Interstate  System  which  is 
scheduled  to  be  concluded  in  1972. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  she  may  require  to  the 
gentlewoman  from  Idaho  [Mrs.  Pfost], 

(Mrs.  PFOST  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  her  re¬ 
marks.  ) 

Mrs.  PFOST.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
legislation  before  the  House  is  certain  to 
be  one  of  the  major  accomplishments 
of  this  session  of  the  Congress. 

I  want  particularly  to  compliment  the 
gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Fallon] 
for  his  hard  work  and  diligence ;  and  the 
excellent  job  he  has  rendered  as  chair¬ 
man  of  the  Roads  Subcommittee  of  the 
Public  Works  Committee.  He  con¬ 
ducted  intensive  hearings  covering  every 
phase  of  the  road  and  highway  situa¬ 
tion.  He  and  members  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee  worked  for  many  weeks  in  shap¬ 
ing  into  meaningful  form  for  America, 
this  bill  now  under  debate. 

As  a  member  of  the  House  Public 
Works  Committee,  I  am  aware  that  the 
highway  bill  is  perhaps  too  comprehen¬ 
sive  for  just  one  speaker  to  discuss  in 
detail.  Therefore,  I  would  like  to  ad¬ 
dress  my  remarks  to  that  portion  dealing 
with  the  long-range  development  pro¬ 
gram  for  the  national  forests.  That  pro¬ 
gram — which  has  the  building  of  new 
forest  roads  and  trails  as  its  keystone — 
was  recommended  last  September  by  the 
President  following  a  study  made  by  the 
Department  of  Agriculture. 

Funds  spent  on  forest  roads  and  trails 
development  represent  an  investment  in 
America.  The  dividends  they  return  in 
terms  of  receipts  to  the  Treasury  for 
timber  harvested,  for  watershed  develop¬ 
ment,  wildlife  control,  forest  protection 
and  recreation  for  millions  of  outdoor- 
minded  Americans  more  than  offsets  the 
costs  incurred.  For  the  State  of  Idaho, 
which  has  national  forest  acreage  second 
only  in  size  to  that  of  Alaska,  I  know 
that  even  the  limited  roads  and  trails 
building  program  of  past  years  has  had 
a  profound  impact  on  the  economy  of  the 
State. 

The  benefits  accruing  from  this  devel¬ 
opment  program  are  many. 

Receipts  to  the  Treasury,  for  example, 
will  increase  to  about  $230  million  an¬ 
nually  by  the  time  the  10-year  program 
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is  completed.  This  is  double  the  current 
level.  The  States  will  benefit  from  in¬ 
creased  payments  from  these  receipts. 
The  capital  value  of  the  timber,  forage, 
and  lands  of  the  national  forest  system 
will  increase  by  some  $2  billion.  The 
program  will  provide  direct  employment 
to  some  32,750  workers  at  its  peak.  This 
means  jobs  for  thousands  of  workers  in 
areas  of  low  employment — and  there  are 
a  number  of  such  areas  in  Idaho  which 
concern  me.  The  Forest  Service  informs 
me  that  almost  half  of  the  186  million 
acres  it  administers  are  in  distressed 
areas. 

In  addition,  the  timber  harvest  will 
rise  to  about  13  billion  feet  of  saw  timber 
in  the  program’s  final  year.  This  repre¬ 
sents  a  consumer  value  of  $4  billion. 
And  recreation  visits  are  expected  to  rise 
to  195  million  annually  by  the  year  1972. 
The  business  which  these  visits  will  gen¬ 
erate  for  the  vaiious  States  will  add  a 
value  of  $1.5  billion  to  the  economy. 

This  legislation  will,  indeed,  provide 
the  impetus  for  an  expensive  program  of 
additional  development  in  national  for¬ 
ests.  It  would  increase  funds  to  $50  mil¬ 
lion  for  fiscal  1963,  to  $70  million  for 
fiscal  1964;  to  $85  million  for  fiscal  1965. 
These  expenditures,  overdue  for  many 
years,  would  be  in  full  accord  with  the 
President’s  March  1  natural  resources 
message  in  which  he  said  he  would  rec¬ 
ommend  “approval  of  legislation  to  be 
sent  to  the  Congress  shortly  to  accelerate 
the  development  of  national  multipur¬ 
pose  forest  roads  and  trails.” 

Funds  for  forest  roads  and  trails  in 
Idaho  would  be  stepped  up  to  $5  million 
for  fiscal  1963,  $7  million  for  1964,  and 
$8.5  million  in  1965.  It  would  greatly 
spur  activity  in  the  State,  providing  a 
tremendous  boost  to  the  economy.  The 
State  itself  should  also  benefit  through 
increased  revenues  derived  from  hunting 
and  fishing  licenses  as  additional  visitors 
are  accommodated.  Roads  and  trails 
built  in  the  State  and  paid  for  through 
federally  appropriated  funds  totaled  118 
miles  in  1958,  133  miles  in  1959,  123  miles 
in  1960,  and  97  miles  in  1961.  Roads 
built  by  timber  operators,  with  the  Gov¬ 
ernment  supplying  the  funds  indirectly 
through  timber  sales  agreements, 
amounted  to  472  miles  in  1958,  386  miles 
in  1959,  448  miles  in  1960,  and  507  miles 
in  1961.  All  of  these  totals  would  be 
stepped  up  considerably  under  the  au¬ 
thorization  provided  by  this  legislation. 

The  legislation,  morever,  also  provides 
another  $2  million  for  1964  and  $4  mil¬ 
lion  for  1965  for  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  to  use  in  road  and  trail 
work  on  forest  and  grazing  lands  within 
its  jurisdiction.  Idaho’s  share  of  this 
program,  which  would  dovetail  with  the 
Forest  Service  program,  would  be  an  esti¬ 
mated  $336,000  for  the  first  year  and 
more  than  $700,000  for  the  second  year. 
This  would  enable  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  to  make  needed  improve¬ 
ments  to  the  areas  within  its  jurisdic¬ 
tion,  and,  in  the  process,  increase  their 
value  and  uses  to  the  public. 

In  conclusion,  I  would  strongly  urge 
that  the  House  approve  this  bill.  It  is 
an  investment  in  America,  one  that  will 
greatly  contribute  to  a  better  America 
in  the  years  ahead. 
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Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Ala¬ 
bama  [Mr.  Jones!. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  agree  with  the  gentleman  from 
New  York  [Mr.  Robison!  that  this  is  a 
very  serious  proposition  and  one  that 
needs  deliberate  consideration.  As  one 
member  of  the  committee  I  should  like 
to  give  him  assurances,  as  well  as  to  all 
the  members  of  the  committee,  that  we 
shall  go  into  this  whole  proposition  and 
examine  it  very  closely  because  I  can 
appreciate  the  tremendous  economic 
question  posed  to  the  States  in  trying 
to  make  a  plan  for  the  interstate  pro¬ 
gram.  Certainly,  I  want  to  assure  him 
that  in  the  future  I  will  go  along  with 
his  suggestion  for  a  total  examination 
of  the  problem. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man  for  that  offer  of  support. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Alabama.  I  would  go 
along  with  the  gentleman’s  proposal  now 
but  I  think  it  is  of  such  large  proportions 
that  we  should  not  consider  it  at  the 
moment. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the 
gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Riehl- 
manL 

Mr.  RIEHLMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
commend  my  colleague  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Robison],  for  his  timely  remarks 
and  certainly  want  to  associate  myself 
with  the  gentleman  regarding  the  im¬ 
portance  of  coming  to  grips  with  this 
matter  of  reimbursement. 

This  has  been  particularly  close  to 
my  heart  for  some  time  now  and  I  am 
looking  forward  to  the  day  when  the 
account  books  will  be  squared  and  New 
York  State,  among  others,  will  no  longer 
be  penalized  for  her  initiative  and  fore¬ 
sight  in  building  at  her  own  expense 
the  fine  superhighways  which  were  sub¬ 
sequently  included  in  the  Interstate 
System. 

I  want  to  commend  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland  [Mr.  Fallon]  and  the 
gentleman  from  Alabama  [Mr.  Jones] 
for  their  sincere  expressions  of  interest 
in  this  problem.  There  are  several  bills 
dealing  with  this  matter  pending  before 
my  colleagues’  committee,  two  of  which 
I  have  introduced,  and  I  certainly  wel¬ 
come  and  thank  them  for  their  willing¬ 
ness  to  give  these  important  bills  serious 
consideration. 

(Mr.  RIEHLMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  5  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from 
Michigan  [Mr. Knox]. 

(Mr.  KNOX  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  KNOX.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  take 
this  time  to  make  further  inquiry  on 
the  subject  which  I  discussed  with  the 


gentleman  from  Ohio  a  few  minutes  ago. 
We  have  to  go  back,  of  course,  to  the 
creation  of  the  Interstate  System.  At 
that  time  I  think  Congress  was  cog¬ 
nizant  of  the  fact  that  there  certainly 
should  be  every  consideration  given  to 
keeping  the  highways  beautified  and 
without  billboard  signs  being  con¬ 
structed 

However,  on  December  12,  1961,  the 
Bureau  of  Roads,  through  the  Adminis¬ 
trator,  Mr.  Rex  M.  Whitton,  sent  us  a 
memorandum  relative  to  the  use  of  high¬ 
ways  for  directional  and  advertising 
signs.  It  is  my  understanding  from  the 
interpretation  of  the  memorandum  that 
it  did  not  apply  to  those  roads  that  were 
constructed  prior  to  the  date  of  the 
memorandum  but  to  any  new  highways, 
whether  they  be  interstate,  A-B-C,  or 
State  highways. 

When  you  get  into  A-B-C  highways 
you  get  back  into  the  county  road  system. 
In  many  cases  the  county  roads  are  re¬ 
ceiving  Federal  aid.  So  they  have  also 
applied  the  provisions  of  the  memoran¬ 
dum  to  the  A-B-C  roads. 

In  the  rural  areas  of  our  great  Nation, 
and  we  have  many  of  them,  there  are 
business  houses  located  where  people 
possibly  are  looking  for  them,  but  the 
people  are  unable  to  determine  where 
they  must  turn  off  the  main  highway  in 
order  to  get  to  their  destination.  The 
Michigan  highway  commissioner,  Mr. 
John  C.  Mackie,  has  taken  it  upon  him¬ 
self  to  claim  that  it  is  a  directive  from 
the  Bureau  of  Roads  that  all  signs  be 
removed  from  those  roads  that  were  con¬ 
structed  prior  to  the  memorandum. 
This  memorandum  provides : 

Other  Federal-aid  projects:  Primary  (other 
than  Interstate) ,  secondary,  urban,  and  other 
classes  of  Federal-aid  construction  projects 
shall  not  be  accepted  until  all  encroachments 
have  been  removed  from  the  right-of-way 
therefor,  except  that  where  awnings,  cano¬ 
pies,  marquees,  advertising  signs,  and  similar 
installations  which  were  in  place  prior  to  the 
authorization  to  proceed  with  the  current 
Federal-aid  project  and  which  are  supported 
entirely  from  outside  the  highway  right-of- 
way,  may  be  permitted  to  remain  under  a 
revocable  permit  from  the  State  highway 
department. 

To  me,  this  is  the  strong  arm  of  Gov¬ 
ernment  calling  upon  the  small  business¬ 
man  and  directing  him  to  take  from  his 
business  house  the  right  to  advertise  his 
place  of  business.  This  is  something 
that  is  very  serious.  It  is  going  to  handi¬ 
cap  the  small  businessman  and  will  cause 
great  inconvenience  to  the  people  who 
have  dedicated  themselves  to  make 
available  necessary  tourist  facilities 
along  the  respective  highways  where 
such  facilities  often  are  set  back  a  con¬ 
siderable  distance  from  the  highway. 
But  the  Michigan  Highway  Department, 
through  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  is 
now  refusing  them  the  right  to  have  even 
a  directional  sign  to  indicate  where  their 
place  of  business  is. 
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I  should  like  to  ask  the  chairman  of 
the  Committee  on  Public  Works  whether 
it  was  the  intent  of  the  Congress  at  the 
time  we  created  the  Interstate  System, 
that  we  were  going  to  prohibit  the  right 
of  people  living  on  county  roads  and 
State  highways  that  are  not  a  part  of  the 
Interstate  System  from  the  right  to  have 
a  directional  sign  or  advertising  sign  in 
front  of  their  place  of  business? 

Mr.  FALLON.  As  I  understand  the 
gentleman,  he  is  talking  about  local 
roads  or  county  roads.  The  law  that  the 
Congress  passed  only  applies  to  the  In¬ 
terstate  System  within  a  certain  dis¬ 
tance  of  a  metropolitan  area.  There¬ 
fore,  what  the  gentleman  is  referring  to 
must  be  the  result  of  a  local  government 
body  regulation  or  the  State  legislature 
of  his  State. 

Mr.  KNOX.  I  might  say  to  my  good 
chairman  that  the  interpretation  that  is 
put  on  the  Interstate  Highway  Act  is 
that  any  roads  which  received  Federal 
aid,  and  the  county  roads,  as  you  well 
know,  are  a  part  of  the  A-B-C  system 
and  receive  Federal  matching  funds. 
Therefore,  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  in  Michigan  has  directed  that  the 
county  road  commission  enforce  this  act, 
and,  therefore,  no  directional  signs  or 
any  signs  in  front  of  their  place  of  busi¬ 
ness  are  permitted. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  KNOX.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  I  think  we  are  talk¬ 
ing  about  two  different  things.  Legisla¬ 
tion  was  passed  with  reference  to  sign¬ 
boards  and  billboards  in  connection  with 
the  Interstate  System.  There  is  a  pro¬ 
vision  in  the  law  with  which  I  am  not  en¬ 
tirely  familiar  that  gives  to  the  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads  the  right  to  regulate 
signs  within  the  highway  right-of-way. 

1  think  that  is  what  the  gentleman  is 
talking  about,  about  some  bulletin  or 
some  regulation  issued  by  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  with  reference  to  that  type 
of  sign. 

Mr.  KNOX.  That  is  right.  That  is 
what  I  had  reference  to.  It  is  my 
hope  at  least  that  we  are  going  to  get  a 
clarification  of  this  memorandum  in  an 
endeavor  to  bring  about  a  situation  that 
will  be  satisfactory  to  most  of  these  peo¬ 
ple  who  depend  on  these  directional 
signs  and  advertising  signs  in  front  of 
their  places  of  business. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 

2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Oregon 
[Mr.  UllmanL 

Mr.  ULLMAN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  wish 
to  say  a  few  words  on  the  action  which 
has  been  taken  by  the  Committee  on 
Natural  Resource  Road  Development. 

The  gentleman  from  Maryland  has 
again  brought  before  us  a  well-balanced 
bill.  In  the  previous  Congress,  this  com¬ 
mittee  gave  substantial  recognition  to 
the  need  for  forest  roads.  The  bill  now 
before  us  provides  the  most  substantial 
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increase  that  has  ever  been  made  for 
forest  roads  and  trails. 

I  would  particularly  like  to  commend 
the  chairman  and  the  members  of  the 
committee  for  the  effective  action  they 
have  taken  on  behalf  of  forest  resources 
development. 

I  had  before  the  committee  a  bill  to 
provide  a  somewhat  larger  authorization. 
While  I  believe  that  this  larger  author¬ 
ization  could  have  been  wisely  expended, 
I  also  recognize  the  tremendous  step  for¬ 
ward  taken  by  the  committee. 

I  am  especially  pleased  to  note  that  in 
the  report  the  committee  recognizes  that 
further  increases  will  be  required  in  fu¬ 
ture  years.  I  am  also  pleased  to  see  that 
the  committee  has  given  definite  instruc¬ 
tions  to  the  Forest  Service  that  they  take 
every  reasonable  step  to  make  all  possible 
savings  and  improvements. 

The  funds  for  forest  development 
roads  and  trails  which  would  be  author¬ 
ized  by  H.R.  12135  mark  the  second  step 
in  the  accelerated  program  for  multiple- 
purpose  forest  roads  and  trails  which  the 
President  recommended  in  his  message 
on  our  conservation  program,  March  2, 
this  year.  This  acceleration  is  pre¬ 
requisite  to  the  progress  and  success  of 
the  development  program  for  the  na¬ 
tional  forests  which  the  President  sent 
to  the  Congress  September  21,  1961. 

The  road  and  trail  construction  sched¬ 
uled  for  the  decade  will  cost  about  $1.7 
billion.  The  plan  for  this  work  contem¬ 
plates  financing  with  $1.2  billion  ap¬ 
propriated  funds  and  $474  million  by 
timber  purchasers.  During  the  same 
period  maintenance  costing  $242  million 
will  be  necessary  of  which  $182  million 
should  be  from  appropriated  funds.  To 
accomplish  this  an  accelerated  buildup 
in  appropriations  is  necessary  in  the  first 
years  of  the  decade. 

The  development  program  includes  all 
of  the  work  that  must  be  done  in  the 
national  forests  during  fiscal  years  1963 
through  1972  if  the  forests  are  to  meet 
the  demand  for  forest  products  and 


services  which  will  be  placed  on  them 
during  the  decade.  The  heaviest  pres¬ 
sures  will  be  on  the  timber  and  recrea¬ 
tion  resources.  In  1973  a  timber  cut 
of  13  billion  board  feet  will  be  required 
to  meet  the  needs  of  the  national 
economy.  Last  year,  the  cut  was  8.4 
billion  board  feet.  In  1973  the  forests 
will  receive  at  least  195  million  visits  for 
camping,  hunting,  fishing,  picnicking, 
and  other  forms  of  recreation.  Last  year 
there  were  102  million  such  visits.  The 
need  for  servicing  these  two  resources 
alone  accounts  for  more  than  80  percent 
of  the  road  and  trail  work  called  for  in 
the  development  program. 

Since  accessibility  is  prerequisite  to 
the  development  and  use  of  forest  re¬ 
sources  as  well  as  to  protect  them,  the 
funds  which  H.R.  12135  would  authorize 
are  the  keystone  to  the  program  for  the 
next  10  years.  They  are  also  the  founda¬ 
tion  for  continued  development  of  na¬ 
tional  forests  resources  in  years  to  come 
and  to  meet  the  demands  that  will  exist 
for  products  and  services  of  the  forests 
in  the  year  2000.  At  that  time,  the  road 
and  trail  system  must  provide  access  so 
that  we  can  protect  watersheds  yielding 
more  than  200  million  acre-feet  of  wa¬ 
ter  annually;  service  635  million  visits  a 
year  for  recreation;  harvest  21  billion 
board  feet  of  timber  a  year;  and  service 
grazing  on  60  million  acres  of  range- 
lands.  At  this  level  of  use,  it  is  expected 
that  receipts  to  the  Treasury  from  the 
national  forests  will  be  over  $400  mil¬ 
lion  a  year.  Last  year  receipts  were 
$99.6  million. 

The  benefits  that  will  result  from  the 
development  program  during  the  next 
10  years  are  great.  By  1972  it  is  ex¬ 
pected  that  receipts  to  the  Treasury 
from  the  national  forests  will  reach  a 
level  of  $230  million  annually.  The 
projected  timber  harvest  for  that  year- 
13  billion  board  feet — will  have  a  con¬ 
sumer  value  of  over  $4  billion  and  pro¬ 
vide  livelihood  for  800,000  people.  Rec¬ 
reation  use  at  a  level  of  195  million  visits 


in  1972  will  put  more  than  $1.5  billion 
into  trade  channels.  At  that  time,  the 
capital  value  of  the  lands  and  resources 
of  the  national  forest  estate  will  have  in¬ 
creased  by  $2  billion. 

There  are  four  tables  which  I  would 
like  to  insert  in  the  Record  at  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  my  remarks.  The  first  table 
sets  forth  the  estimated  cost  of  the  na¬ 
tional  forest  program  for  roads  and  trails 
through  1972  and  by  State.  The  second 
table  shows  the  percent  of  the  program 
in  each  State.  The  third  table  shows 
the  expenditures  for  construction  and 
maintenance  both  with  appropriated 
funds  and  by  timber  purchasers.  The 
fourth  table  shows  the  relationship  be¬ 
tween  national  forest  receipts  per  acre. 

Oregon  accounts  for  approximately 
40  percent  of  the  total  income  received 
by  the  national  forests  but  the  obliga¬ 
tion  of  road  funds  in  Oregon  amounts 
to  only  one-sixth  of  the  total  expendi¬ 
tures.  The  third  table  shows  that  the 
timber  purchasers  in  Oregon  in  1962  will 
have  been  required  to  do  three  times  as 
much  road  construction  and  mainte¬ 
nance  as  was  accomplished  with  appro¬ 
priated  funds.  This  situation  places  a 
great  drain  on  national  forest  receipts 
and  adversely  affects  the  income  of  our 
counties. 

The  forest  road  program  is  spread  over 
all  of  the  States  and  only  18  percent  of 
the  contemplated  expenditures  will  occur 
in  Oregon.  While  to  some  this  may 
seem  to  be  a  disproportionately  large 
amount,  this  expenditure  must  be 
weighed  against  the  great  income-pro¬ 
ducing  capabilities  of  Oregon’s  15  mil¬ 
lion  acres  of  national  forests.  This  leg¬ 
islation  will  be  of  substantial  benefit  in 
not  only  increasing  the  road  and  trail 
program  but  in  enabling  Oregon's  na¬ 
tional  forests  to  treat  more  fairly  our 
counties  while  at  the  same  time  paying 
handsome  dividends  to  the  Federal 
Treasury. 

The  above-mentioned  tables  follow: 
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CONSTRUCTION  AND  RECONSTRUCTION 


State 

Timber  roads 

Recreation, 

Government 

Other 

Government 

Total  roads 
Government 1 

Trails, 

Government 

Purchaser 

Government 1 

Total 

Miles 

$1,000 

Miles 

$1,000 

Miles 

$1,000 

Miles 

$1,000 

Miles 

$1,000 

Miles 

$1,000 

Miles 

$1,000 

2,  f»10 

28,  715 

888 

37,119 

3,498 

65,  834 

160 

4,  400 

958 

17, 252 

2, 006 

58, 771 

612 

2,259 

Montana _ _ — . 

3,350 

36,  840 

1, 147 

47,  627 

4,497 

84, 467 

300 

8, 145 

919 

16,  548 

2,366 

72,  320 

1, 148 

4,237 

19 

285 

21 

352 

40 

637 

Washington - 

380 

4,185 

130 

5,  409 

510 

9,594 

49 

1,426 

58 

1,056 

237 

7,891 

77 

284 

Total.- . 

6,  340 

69,  740 

2,165 

90, 155 

8,505 

159,  895 

528 

14, 256 

1, 956 

35, 208 

4,  649 

139,  619 

1,837 

6,780 

Colorado _ 

456 

3, 649 

967 

19,  800 

1,423 

23,  449 

535 

11,779 

2,  618 

47, 123 

4, 120 

78,  702 

532 

2,140 

Nebraska . . 

2 

14 

4 

77 

6 

91 

2 

40 

10 

183 

16 

306 

2 

8 

South  Dakota _ 

47 

379 

100 

2, 055 

148 

2,  434 

56 

1,223 

272 

4,891 

428 

8,169 

60 

222 

Wyoming _ _ _ 

128 

1,022 

271 

5,545 

398 

6,  567 

150 

3, 298 

733 

13, 197 

1,154 

22,040 

104 

600 

Total... . 

633 

5,064 

1,342 

27,  477 

1,975 

32,  541 

743 

16,  346 

3, 633 

65,  394 

5,718 

109, 217 

808 

2,970 

Arizona _ _ 

403 

1,830 

466 

11,697 

809 

13,  527 

496 

10, 256 

1, 184 

22, 387 

2,146 

44,340 

261 

928 

New  Mexico _ 

512 

1,  830 

594 

11, 698 

1,106 

13,  528 

244 

6,024 

822 

13,  721 

1,660 

31,  443 

250 

927 

Total _ _ - . 

915 

3,660 

1,060 

23, 395 

1,975 

27,055 

740 

16,  280 

2,006 

36, 108 

3,806 

75,  783 

501 

1,855 

California - - 

24 

246 

48 

1, 168 

72 

1,  414 

34 

753 

34 

599 

116 

2,520 

38 

140 

1 

26 

1 

26 

5 

110 

2 

36 

8 

172 

12 

44 

Idaho _ _ 

1,304 

13, 042 

1,110 

30, 942 

2,  414 

43,  984 

586 

12,903 

716 

12,  893 

2,412 

56,738 

941 

3,  482 

13 

290 

13 

290 

190 

4,173 

401 

7, 222 

604 

11,  685 

130 

502 

Utah _ _ _ 

282 

2,  816 

351 

9, 134 

633 

11,  950 

894 

19,  666 

581 

10,  460 

1,826 

39, 260 

452 

1,688 

Wyoming _ 

150 

1,496 

229 

5,  784 

379 

7, 280 

184 

4,041 

103 

1,856 

516 

11,681 

386 

1,424 

Total _ _ 

1,760 

17,  600 

1,752 

47, 344 

3,512 

64,944 

1,893 

41,646 

1,837 

33, 066 

5, 482 

122, 056 

1,964 

7,280 

California . - . - 

5,478 

76,  689 

3,005 

105,  534 

8,483 

182, 223 

1,  382 

35, 932 

3,  678 

66,  204 

8,065 

207,  670 

1,049 

3, 900 

12 

171 

10 

306 

22 

477 

10 

306 

Total _ _ — . 

5,490 

'  76,  860 

3,  015 

105,  840 

8,505 

182,  700 

1,382 

35,  932 

3, 678 

66,  204 

8,075 

207,  976 

1,049 

3,900 

76 

1,528 

52 

1,783 

128 

3, 311 

12 

2 

87 

54 

1,882 

50 

42 

Oregon - - - 

11,462 

192,  049 

5, 489 

203,  763 

16,  951 

395, 812 

405 

12, 094 

874 

14,  729 

6,828 

231, 186 

748 

2,281 

Washington - 

4,  462 

94,  423 

2,  876 

101,  713 

7,338 

196,136 

242 

6,  383 

292 

6, 208 

.  3,410 

114,  304 

610 

2,897 

Total . - . — - 

16,000 

288, 000 

8,417 

307,  259 

24, 417 

595, 259 

707 

19, 089 

1,168 

21, 024 

10, 292 

347,  372 

1,408 

5,220 

Kentucky . 

77 

140 

91 

2,228 

168 

2,368 

25 

361 

155 

2,230 

271 

4,819 

15 

50 

Maine _  --  . . . 

7 

18 

5 

176 

12 

194 

5 

130 

8 

218 

18 

524 

12 

00 

New  Hampshire. . - 

46 

115 

43 

1,387 

89 

1,  502 

20 

520 

85 

1,888 

148 

3,795 

45 

240 

Pennsylvania.  . - . 

65 

118 

53 

1,  486 

108 

1,004 

56 

1,  230 

77 

1,238 

186 

3,  954 

45 

125 

Vermont . . - . 

45 

114 

75 

1,660 

120 

1,774 

20 

520 

62 

1,  302 

157 

3,542 

60 

175 

Virginia  ...  _ _ 

136 

247 

170 

3,  777 

306 

4,  024 

41 

593 

216 

2,  972 

427 

7,342 

20 

85 

West  Virginia—  . . 

89 

lffe 

96 

2,  379 

185 

2,537 

24 

408 

171 

2,  476 

291 

5,263 

32 

80 

Total _ 

455 

910 

533 

13,  093 

988 

14, 003 

191 

3,762 

774 

12,  384 

1,  498 

29,239 

219 

815 

Alabama . .  . . 

31 

157 

205 

3,  169 

236 

3,  326 

5 

122 

43 

688 

253 

3, 979 

158 

776 

609 

10,  776 

767 

11,552 

23 

469 

82 

1,  320 

714 

12,  565 

Florida _ 

4 

20 

181 

3,  820 

185 

3'  840 

30 

676 

26 

410 

237 

4,  906 

Georgia . . . - 

143 

724 

180 

4,  724 

323 

5;  448 

45 

1,023 

47 

750 

272 

6,497 

13 

49 

21 

105 

157 

3,  605 

178 

3,710 

8 

175 

31 

500 

196 

4,  280 

80 

403 

200 

4,903 

280 

5’  306 

8 

175 

19 

300 

227 

5’  378 

North  Carolina _ — . . 

115 

584 

241 

5;  584 

356 

6,  168 

83 

1,  837 

44 

700 

368 

8;  121 

86 

309 

Oklahoma _ _  _ 

40 

1.  500 

40 

1,  500 

l 

22 

10 

160 

51 

1,  682 

69 

348 

190 

1,848 

259 

2,  196 

14 

286 

27 

435 

231 

2,  569 

Tennessee . . 

24 

121 

205 

4, 121 

229 

4,  242 

64 

1,410 

46 

741 

315 

6j  272 

36 

132 

Texas . . . 

135 

662 

205 

2,  962 

340 

3,624 

9 

185 

44 

700 

258 

3,847 

Total _ 

780 

3, 900 

2,413 

47, 012 

3, 193 

50,  912 

290 

6,380 

419 

6,704 

3, 122 

60,  096 

135 

490 

Illinois . .  . . 

10 

30 

30 

270 

40 

300 

55 

1, 100 

30 

420 

115 

1,  790 

Indiana. . . . 

5 

10 

15 

145 

20 

155 

55 

1,  100 

12 

168 

82 

1,413 

Iowa _ _ _ _ 

Michigan _ _  _  . 

170 

645 

370 

4,  415 

540 

5,060 

600 

12,  570 

110 

1,  780 

1,  080 

18,  765 

Minnesota _ _ _ 

130 

675 

300 

5, 368 

430 

6j  043 

550 

13,  430 

114 

2,141 

964 

20, 939 

*34 

126 

Missouri. . . . 

30 

70 

90 

880 

120 

950 

205 

4,100 

65 

840 

360 

5,  820 

North  Dakota . . 

Ohio _ _ 

5 

10 

15 

145 

20 

155 

35 

700 

8 

112 

58 

957 

Wisconsin . . 

105 

380 

205 

2,550 

310 

2,930 

450 

9,  900 

85 

1,323 

740 

13,  773 

Total _ _ _ 

455 

1,820 

1,025 

13,  773 

1,480 

15,  593 

1, 950 

42,  900 

424 

6,784 

3,399 

63,  457 

34 

126 

Alaska.  _ 

100 

6,446 

220 

15,  701 

320 

22, 147 

76 

7,239 

75 

3, 124 

371 

26,  064 

45 

164 

Puerto  Rico . . . 

30 

2,000 

30 

2,000 

Grand  total . . . . 

32,  928 

474,000 

21,942 

691,  049 

54,  870 

1, 165, 049 

8,500 

203, 830 

16,000 

288,  000 

46,  442 

1, 182, 879 

8,000 

29,600 

1  Government  expense  Includes  allowance  for  supplementing  purchaser  construction. 
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PROGRAM  COST 


[Thousands  of  dollars] 


Construction  and  reconstruction 

Maintenance 

Re- 

State 

gion 

Purchase 

Government 

Total 

Purchase 

Government 

Total 

Purchase 

Government 

Total 

1 

Idaho _ 

28, 715 

61, 030 

89,  745 

3,500 

11, 673 

15, 173 

32, 215 

72, 703 

104,  918 

Montana _ _ — 

36, 840 

76, 557 

113,397 

4, 490 

14,  641 

19, 131 

41, 330 

91,'  198 

132’  528 

South  Dakota _ _ _ 

637. 

637 

Washington . . 

4, 185 

8,175 

12, 360 

510 

1,  563 

2,073 

4,658 

9,738 

14, 433 

Total. . . 

69, 740 

146, 399 

216, 139 

8,500 

28,000 

36,  500 

78,  240 

174, 399 

252,  639 

2 

Colorado _ _ 

3, 649 

80, 842 

84,491 

1,008 

9,368 

10, 377 

4,685 

90,  210 

94, 868 

Nebraska _ _ _ 

14 

314 

328 

4 

36 

40 

18 

351 

369 

South  Dakota _ : . . 

379 

8,392 

8,770 

105 

972 

1,077 

484 

9, 364 

9.  847 

Wyoming . . . 

1,022 

22,  639 

23,  662 

283 

2,624 

2,906 

1,304 

25,262 

26,  567 

Total . .  . 

5,064 

112, 187 

117, 251 

1,  400 

13, 000 

14, 400 

6, 464 

125, 187 

131,  651 

3 

Arizona . . . 

1,830 

45,  268 

47,  098 

1,225 

5, 880 

7, 105 

3,055 

51, 148 

54, 203 

New  Mexico _ _ _  . 

1,830 

32,  370 

34,  200 

1,275 

6, 120 

7,395 

3, 105 

38, 490 

41,  595 

Total . — . 

3,660 

77,  638 

81,  298 

2,500 

12,  000 

14,  500 

6,160 

89,  638 

95,798 

4 

California _ _ 

246 

2,660 

2,906 

74 

144 

218 

320 

2,804 

3, 124 

Colorado. . . . . 

216 

216 

18 

18 

Idaho  _ 

13,042 

60,  220 

73,  262 

3,927 

9,  218 

13, 145 

16,  969 

69,438 

86,  407 

Nevada _ _ _ _ — 

12,  187 

12, 187 

1,  158 

1  1 58 

Utah _ _ _ _ _ 

2,  816 

40,948 

43,  764 

848 

5,  582 

6^  430 

3,664 

46,  530 

50,  194 

Wyoming _ 

1,496 

13, 105 

14,  601 

451 

1,880 

2,331 

1,  947 

14, 985 

16,  932 

Total.. _ _ _ 

17,600 

129,  336 

146,  936 

5,300 

18,000 

23,  300 

22,  900 

147,  336 

170,  236 

5 

California _ _ _ _ 

76,  689 

211,  570 

288,  259 

13, 659 

27,  915 

41,  574 

90,348 

239,  485 

329,  833 

Nevada _ 

Oregon _ _ — 

171 

306 

477 

41 

85 

'  126 

212 

391 

603 

Total _ _ _ 

76, 860 

211,876 

288,  736 

13,  700 

28,  000 

41,700 

90,  560 

239, 876 

330,  436 

6 

California _ 

1,  528 

1,924 

3,  452 

36 

182 

218 

1,564 

2, 106 

Oregon _ _ _ 

192,  049 

233,  467 

425,  616 

19, 386 

21,927 

41,313 

211,435 

255, 394 

466,  829 

Washington . . . 

94,  423 

117,201 

211,  624 

8, 178 

10,  891 

19,069 

102,  601 

128,  092 

230,  693 

Total . . . 

288, 000 

352,  592 

640, 592 

27,600 

33,  000 

60,  600 

315,  600 

385,  592 

701, 192 

7 

Kentucky _ 

140 

4,869 

5,  009 

31 

1,374 

1,405 

171 

6,243 

6,  414 

Maine _ _ 

18 

.584 

602 

4 

144 

148 

22 

728 

New  Hampshire _ 

115 

4,  035 

4,150 

25 

1,116 

1,141 

140 

5,151 

5.  291 

Pennsylvania _ 

118 

4,  079 

4, 197 

26 

1,338 

1,364 

144 

5,417 

5,561 

Vermont _ _ 

114 

3,  717 

3,831 

25 

738 

763 

139 

4,  455 

4,  594 

Virginia.. . . . 

247 

7,427 

7.674 

54 

2,940 

2,994 

301 

10,  367 

-  10, 60S 

West  Virginia _ _ _ 

158 

5,  343 

5,  501 

35 

2,  350 

2,385 

193 

7,693 

7,  886 

Total . . 

910 

30,054 

30,  964 

200 

10,  000 

10, 200 

1,110 

40,  054 

41,164 

8 

Alabama _ 

157 

3,  979 

4,136 

69 

1,200 

1,269 

226 

5,179 

5,405 

Arkansas _ 

776 

12,  665 

13,341 

142 

4,  350 

4,  492 

918 

16,915 

17,833 

Florida... . . . . . 

20 

4,  906 

4,  926 

53 

2,  520 

2,573 

73 

7,426 

7,  499 

Georgia . . . 

724 

6,546 

7,  270 

62 

1,  680 

1,  732 

776 

8,226 

9,002, 

Louisiana _ 

105 

4,280 

4,  385 

33 

1,570 

1.603 

138 

5,850 

5,988 

Mississippi _ 

403 

6.378 

5,  781 

13 

2,  310 

2,  323 

416 

7,688 

8, 104 

North  Carolina _ 

5S4 

8,  430 

9,  014 

32 

2,500 

2,532 

616 

10,  930 

11,  546 

Oklahoma _ _ 

1,682 

1,  682 

11 

250 

261 

11 

1  932 

1  943 

South  Carolina _ _ _ 

348 

2,  669 

2,  917 

21 

1,230 

1,251 

369 

3,  799 

l!  168 

Tennessee _ _ _ 

121 

6,404 

6,  525 

42 

1,430 

1,472 

163 

7,  834 

7,997 

Texas _ _ _ _ _ 

662 

3,847 

4,509 

32 

1,960 

1,  992 

694 

5,807 

6,501 

Total.. . . . . 

3,900 

60,  586 

64, 486 

500 

21,000 

21,500 

4,400 

81,586 

85,980 

9 

Illinois _ 

30 

1,790 

1,820 

6 

470 

476 

36 

2,260 

2,  296 

Indiana- . . . 

10 

1,  413 

1,423 

2 

200 

202 

12 

1,  613 

1,625 

Iowa _ _ _ _ 

Michigan.. . . . . 

■  645 

18,  765 

19,  410  ' 

116 

5,230 

5, 346 

761 

23,  995 

24,  750 

Minnesota _ 

675 

21,  065 

21,  740 

95 

3,820 

3,915 

770 

24,  885 

25,  655 

Missouri _ _ _ _ _ 

70 

5,820 

5,  890 

18 

1,  850 

1,868 

88 

7,670 

7,  758 

Ohio _ _ . _ 

10 

957 

967 

1 

130 

131 

11 

1,087 

1.098 

Wisconsin. _ _ _ 

380 

13,  773 

14,153 

62 

3,300 

3, 362 

442 

17,  073 

17,  515 

Total _ _ 

1,820 

63,583 

65,  403 

300 

15,000 

15,300 

2,120 

78,  583 

80,  703 

10 

Alaska _ _ 

6,446 

26,228 

32,  674 

500 

3,500 

4,000 

6,946 

29,  728 

36,  674 

T.R. 

2,000 

2,000 

2,000 

2,000 

Grand  total _ _ 

474, 000 

1, 212,  479 

1, 686,  479 

60,500 

181,  500 

242,000 

634,  500 

1, 393,  979 

1,  928,  479 

No.  122 - 14 
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Table  2. — Development  program  for  the  national  forests — Roads  and  trails,  fisgal  years  1963-72 


July  18 


State 

Total  Government  construction, 
reconstruction,  and  maintenance 

State 

Total  Government  construction, 
reconstruction,  and  maintenance 

Amount 

(thousands) 

Percent  of 
national  for¬ 
est  program 

Percent  of 
region 
program 

Amount 

(thousands) 

Percent  of 
national  for¬ 
est  program 

Percent  of 
region 
program 

Region  1: 

$72, 703 

5.2 

41.7 

Region  7: 

Kentucky . . . . . . 

$6, 243 

0.4 

15.6 

91, 198 

6.5 

52.3 

Maine _ _ _ _ - 

728 

.1 

1.8 

760 

.  1 

.4 

New  Hampshire _ 

5, 151 

.4 

12.9 

9,738 

.7 

5.6 

Pennsylvania _ 

5,  417 

.4 

13.5 

4  455 

3 

T'nfnl  _ _ 

174,399 

12.5 

100.0 

Virginia; _ _ 

lo]  367 

'.7 

25.9 

Region  2: 

90,  210 

6.5 

72.0 

Total . . . 

40, 054 

2.9 

100.0 

351 

.3 

South  Dakota _ 

9,364 

.7 

7.5 

Region  8: 

25, 262 

1.8 

20.2 

5, 179 

.4 

6.3 

16  915 

1  ?■ 

90  7 

Total  . . . . - . - 

125, 187 

9.0 

mo 

7,426 

.  5 

9. 1 

Region  3: 

Louisiana _ 

5,  850 

.4 

7.2 

51, 148 

3.6 

57.1 

Mississippi _ _ _ _ 

7,688 

.6 

9.  4 

38,  490 

2.8 

42.9 

North  Carolina _ 

10,  930 

.8 

13.4 

1  Q39 

Total  . 

89, 638 

6.4 

100.0 

3*  799 

!  3 

*  4.  7 

i  R34 

0 

Region  4: 

Texas _ _ - . . 

A  807 

7.1 

2,  804 

.2 

2.0 

234 

.  1 

Total.  _ _ _ _ 

81,  586 

5.9 

100.  0 

69, 438 

5.0 

47. 1 

Nevada . — . . 

13;  345 

1.0 

9.0 

Region  9: 

Utah  . - . 

46,  530 

3.3 

31.6 

Illinois . - . . . 

2,260 

.2 

2.9 

14,  985 

1.1 

10.2 

i;  613 

.  1 

2.0 

147,  336 

10.6 

100.0 

Michigan . . . . . 

23,  995 

1.7 

30.5 

94  885 

Region  5: 

Missouri. _ _ 

7, 670 

.5 

9.  8 

239, 485 

17.2 

99.8 

Ohio . . . . . 

1, 087 

.1 

1.4 

391 

.2 

17, 073 

1 2 

21.7 

Total  . - . 

239,  876 

17.  2 

100.0 

Total.  _ _ _ _ _ 

78,583 

5.6 

100.  0 

Region  6: 

Region  10:  Alaska . . . — 

29,728 

2. 1 

100.0 

2, 106 

.2 

.6 

Territorial  region:  Puerto  Rico _ 

2,000 

.  1 

100.0 

IS  3 

fifi  9 

128, 092 

9.  2 

33.  2 

Grand  total _ _ _ 

1,  393,  979 

100.0 

100.  0 

Total _ _ _ _ 

385, 592 

27.7 

mo 

Table  3. — Construction  and  maintenance — Forest  development  road  and  trail  program 


.  State 

Appropriated  funds 

Value  of  work  hy  purchaser 

State 

Appropriated  funds 

Value  of  work  by  purchaser 

Fiscal  year 
1960 

Fiscal  year 
1961 

Estimate, 
fiscal  year 
1962 

Fiscal  year 
1960 

Fiscal  year 
1961 

Estimate, 
fiscal  year 
1962 

Fiscal  year 
1960 

Fiscal  year 
1961 

Estimate, 
fiscal  year 
1962 

Fiscal  year 
1960 

Fiscal  year 
.  1961 

Estimate, 
fiscal  year 
1962 

Alabama _ 

Alaska _ 

Arizona _ 

$175, 639 
772,  779 

1, 208,  237 
623,  938 
7, 182,  096 
1, 958, 863 
214,  993 
197,  922 
5, 160,  920 
59, 374 
10,  592 

$239, 649 

1,  018, 256 
1, 145,  478 
496,  624 
7, 122, 149 

1,  987, 983 
299,404 
261,  904 
4, 129,  864 
69,  737 
11,877 

$234,  850 
1,  385,  645 

1,  247, 381 
581,  800 
7,  772,  770 
2, 157,  335 
266,100 
389,  709 
5, 196,  775 
96, 378 
34,  025 

$49, 300 
1,  827,  080 
245, 640 
83,  231 

8,  249,  590 
225,  420 
4,355 
24,  941 
3,  956,  000 

$18, 116 
2, 593,  750 
560, 816 
76, 930 
3, 363, 048 
208,  660 
14, 130 
63,  624 
2,  743, 104 

$18, 000 
638, 000 
502, 000 
44,  000 

8, 915,  000 
625,  000 
19,  000 
39,000 

3, 370,  000 

New  Mexico _ 

North  Carolina. 

$1, 192, 683 
327, 479 

$914, 244 
313, 897 

$1,000,187 
489,  740 

$184, 700 
30, 734 

$261,  248 
5,749 

$411,  000 
24,  000 

Arkansas . . 

California _ 

Colorado _ 

Florida . . 

Georgia _ 

Idaho _ _ 

Illinois _ 

Indiana _ 

Iowa . . 

Ohio.  _ 

Oklahoma . — 

Oregon _ 

Pennsylvania _ 

Puerto  Rico _ 

South  Carolina- 
South  Dakota... 
Tennessee _ 

66, 050 
47, 015 
6,  426, 640 
190,  833 
4,746 
183,  502 

265,  540 
296,  902 

266,  320 
1, 138,  083 

162,  986 
435, 130 
4,  551,  039 
298,317 
417, 105 
888, 134 

567,  627 

11, 248 
37, 871 
7,  594, 105 
207, 911 
34,  530 
204, 079 
241,  233 
267, 160 
208,  673 
1, 183, 171 
144,  959 
394, 145 
5, 004, 184 
249,  615 
397,  788 
1,  206,  998 

737,  864 

11, 993 
59, 400 
8,  565,  548 
247,  853 
33,  000 
282,  400 
203,  756 
302,  300 
263,  400 
1,  248,  488 
205,  518 
485,  485 
5,  727, 164 
361, 186 
577,  848 
1, 146,  481 

878,  000 

23, 630, 617 
1,016 

63,133 
34,  480 
12,943 
37,  678 
90,  319 
8,  977 
43, 377 
10,  647,  051 
40, 020 
7,607 
143, 040 

22,  896,  695 
24, 693 

67,  619 
14,  485 
6,619 
39,010 
168,  370 
33,  539 
20,  369 
12, 237, 395 
18,  455 
9,578 
92,  994 

22,  567, 000 
39,000 

42.  800 
38,  000 
3,000 
16,  495 
82,  000 
16,  000 
41,  000 
11, 188,  000 
40, 000 
58,  800 
261,  000 

Kentucky— _ 

Louisiana _ 

Maine.. . . 

Michigan . . 

Minnesota . . 

Mississippi _ 

Missouri _ 

Montana _ 

Nebraska . 

306,  615 
208,  763 
23,626 
646,  742 

1, 127, 993 
271, 068 
176, 183 
3, 411,  887 
21,  896 
169,  338 

439, 649 

211,  733 
223,  755 
19,  017 
516, 915 
1, 237,  740 
280, 174 
211, 095 
3,  916, 440 
14,995 
405,  621 

291,  814 

245,  081 
211,  400 
20,  300 
713, 038 
1, 139, 147 
341, 000 
211,  571 
3,  784,  600 
20,  754 
186,  016 

287, 210 

16, 377 
26,  908 
1,  215 
38, 185 
29, 114 
22,  841 

2,613,834 

11,  683 
22,  325 

29,  300 
42, 951 
67,  999 

2,  783,  523 

27, 000 
12,  000 
11,000 
27,000 
86,000 
26,  000 

3, 085,  000 

Utah _ _ 

Vermont . 

Virginia _ 

Washington _ 

West  Virginia... 

Wisconsin _ 

Wyoming _ 

District  of  Co¬ 
lumbia 

Total. . . 

New  Hamp¬ 
shire.  _ . 

53, 359 

34,890 

31,000 

41, 975, 838 

43,  465, 899 

48,  612,  532 

52,  443,  082 

48,  521,  467 

52,  303, 095 

1962 
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Table  4. — A  ational  forest  area — Receipts,  road  fund  relationships,  fiscal  year  1961 


13059 


State 

National 
forest  lands 
owned  by 
United  States 
(acres) 

Receipts 

Road  funds  (obligated) 

Total 

Per  acre 

Total 

Per  acre 

Alabama _ 

631,773 

$726,439 

$1.15 

$239, 649 

$0. 38 

Alaska _ _ 

20,741,994 

53, 159 

.003 

1, 018, 256 

.05 

Arizona . . — 

11,396,578 

1,  707,  856 

.15 

1,145,  478 

.10 

Arkansas _ 

2, 407, 260 

3,  481,941 

1.45 

496,  624 

.21 

California . 

19, 943, 339 

10,  769,  846 

.54 

7, 122, 149 

.14 

Colorado _ 

13,  710,311 

1,111,651 

.08 

1, 987,  983 

.14 

Florida _ 

1, 074, 972 

860, 065 

.80 

299, 404 

.28 

Georgia,.- . . 

777, 169 

790, 476 

1.02 

261, 904 

.34 

Idaho _ 

20,  300,  779 

4, 485,  813 

.22 

4, 129,  864 

.20 

Illinois _ 

211,021 

20, 307 

.10 

69,  737 

.33 

Indiana _ 

119, 652 

42,531 

.36 

11,  877 

.10 

Iowa _ 

4,  649 

6G5 

.  14 

Kentucky . 

459, 777 

275,  080 

.60 

211,733 

.46 

Louisiana _ 

591,  409 

1,  483,  338 

2.51 

223,  755 

.38 

Maine _ 

49,  650 

12,  465 

.25 

19,017 

.38 

Michigan _ 

2,  553,  718 

755, 461 

.30 

516,  915 

.20 

Minnesota _ 

2,  788,  379 

568, 028 

.20 

1, 237,  740 

.44 

Mississippi _ 

1, 133,  986 

2,  737, 263 

2.41 

280, 174 

.25 

Missouri _ 

1,  359,  822 

184,  316 

.  14 

211,095 

.16 

Montana _ 

16,  635,  541 

2, 045,  708 

.12 

3,  916,  440 

.24 

Nebraska _ 

245,  409 

63,  417 

.26 

14,995 

.06 

Nevada . . 

5, 028, 028 

164,  284 

.03 

405,  621 

.08 

State 

National 
forest  lands 
owned  by 
United  States 
(acres) 

Receipts 

Road  funds  (obligated) 

Total 

Per  acre 

Total 

Per  acre 

New  Hampshire— 

$677, 660 

$172,  481 

$0.25 

$291, 814 

$0. 43 

New  Mexico _ 

8,  573, 342 

585,095 

.07 

914, 244 

.11 

North  Carolina _ 

1, 124, 152 

630, 603 

.47 

313,  897 

.28 

North  Dakota . 

520 

203 

.39 

Ohio _ 

107, 907 

32, 754 

.30 

11,248 

.10 

Oklahoma _ 

221,653 

473, 891 

2.14 

37,  871 

.  17- 

Oregon . . 

15, 358,  593 

40, 897, 868 

2.  66 

7,  594, 105 

.49 

Pennsylvania _ 

471,077 

512,  90S 

1.09 

207,911 

.44 

Puerto  Rico _ 

33,  037 

8, 365 

.25 

34,  530 

1.  05 

South  Carolina _ 

587, 260 

1,976,  306 

3.  37 

204, 079 

.  35 

South  Dakota _ 

1,120,  813 

254, 108 

.23 

241,233 

22 

Tennessee- . 

594,  770 

332,  035 

.56 

267,160 

.45 

Texas _ 

657,  997 

1,887,309 

2.  87 

208,  673 

.32 

Utah _ 

7,  913, 303 

575,  832 

.07 

1,183,171 

.15 

Vormont . . 

231,  901 

182,  855 

.79 

144,  959 

.  63 

Virginia _ 

1,447,249 

229,  552 

.  16 

394, 145 

.27 

Washington _ 

9,688,591 

17, 239,  961 

1.78 

5, 004, 184 

.52 

West  Virginia . 

903,  985 

390, 436 

.43 

249, 615 

.28 

Wisconsin . 

1, 467, 532 

312, 804 

.21 

397,  788 

.27 

Wyoming _ 

8, 570,  747 

620,287 

.07 

1, 206, 998 

.14 

Total _ 

181,  947, 191 

99, 555, 852 

1.55 

42, 728, 035 

i  .23 

1  Average. 


(Mr.  ULLMAN  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
2  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Colo¬ 
rado  [Mr.  Rogers]. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
Chairman,  I  have  asked  for  this  time  to 
clarify  a  matter  which  is  referred  to  on 
page  9  of  the  report  which  reads  as 
follows : 

Section  3  of  H.R.  12135  would  add  a  new 
section  to  title  23,  United  States  Code,  sec¬ 
tion  133,  entitled  “Relocation  Assistance.” 

My  first  question  is:  If  a  States  does 
not  provide  any  relocation  assistance, 
would  the  Secretary  be  required  to  com¬ 
pel  that  State  to  make  proper  arrange¬ 
ments  for  relocation  assistance? 

Mr.  FALLON.  If  the  gentleman  will 
yield,  may  I  say  to  the  gentleman  first, 
your  State  legislature  has  to  pass  a  law 
requiring  the  State  to  enter  into  an 
agreement  with  the  Government  for  re¬ 
location  assistance. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  In  other 
words,  section  3  would  not  be  effective  in 
those  States  that  do  not  have  the  law? 

Mr.  FALLON.  No,  this  is  permissive 
legislation. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  This  is 
permissive  legislation. 

The  next  question  is:  There  has  been 
an  approved  route  through  my  district 
which  takes  a  number  of  homes.  If  the 
State  law  does'  not  provide  for  relocation 
money,  then  until  the  legislature  ap¬ 
proves  such  a  law  no  money  would  be 
available  to  the  State  for  that  purpose. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  FALLON.  The  cost  of  the  moving 
of  the  tenants  could  not  be  included 
in  the  construction  costs,  but  your  State 
can  do  anything  it  wants  in  the  matter 
of  reimbursing  these  people. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  But  if  the 
State  legislature  in  1963,  for  example, 
should  pass  a  law  then  they  would  have 
the  right  to  receive  money  from  the 
Secretary. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Yes. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  time  of  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado  has  expired. 


Mr.  SCHERER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  the  gentleman  3  minutes,  because 
I  think  we  are  laboring  under  some  mis¬ 
apprehensions. 

Whether  a  State  enacts  a  law  to  re¬ 
imburse  tenants  for  relocating  or  not 
does  not  affect  the  total  apportionment. 

Answering  the  gentleman’s  first  ques¬ 
tion:  Subsection  (b)  of  section  3  states 
that  no  highway  project  in  your  State 
may  be  approved  unless  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  determines  that  there  is 
one  or  more  feasible  methods  for  relocat¬ 
ing  people  displaced. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  May  I  say 
to  the  gentleman  that  as  I  read  the  re¬ 
port  it  states  that  this  section  leaves  it 
up  to  each  State  to  determine  whether 
or  not  to  make  relocation  payments.  Is 
that  an  accurate  statement? 

Mr.  SCHERER.  That  is  -an  accurate 
statement,  but  if  a  State  decides  not 
to  make  payments  they  are  still  bound 
by  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)  that 
I  have  just  mentioned. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  In  other 
words,  if  my  State  does  not  have  that 
requirement  then  they  are  bound  by  sub¬ 
section  (b),  as  I  interpret  it,  that  the 
Secretary,  within  the  allocation  made 
to  the  State,  may  require  the  State  re¬ 
gardless  of  what  the  State  law  may  be  on 
relocation  to  then  and  there  pay  them 
for  relocating. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  No,  no.  We  are  all 
confused.  Let  me  try  to  make  this  clear. 
The  law  is  discretionary  as  to  whether 
or  not  a  State  will  or  will  not  make  relo¬ 
cation  payments. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  The  State 
has  to  determine  that. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  The  State  must  de¬ 
termine  that.  It  does  not  affect  the  total 
highway  allocation  to  that  State.  How¬ 
ever,  whether  a  State  does  or  does  not 
elect  to  make  relocation  payments  it  is 
bound  by  paragraph  (b)  of  section  3. 

Now  we  come  to  an  entirely  separate 
question  which  you  raise.  It  refers  to 
paragraph  (b)  of  section  3.  The  ap¬ 
plication  of  that  section  has  nothing  to 
do  with  whether  the  State  pays  reloca¬ 
tion  costs  or  not. 


Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  May  I  in¬ 
terrupt  to  say  that  this  states  that  the 
Secretary  prior  to  the  allocation  of  funds 
must  look  this  over. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  He  has  to  assure  him¬ 
self  that  the  State  has  an  agency  that 
has  a  feasible  method  for  moving  the 
people. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  The  next 
section  of  the  report  here  says  unless  you 
have  a  State  law,  then  the  State  is  not 
obligated  to  do  so. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  We  do  not  read  this 
section  that  way. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  That  is 
what  the  report  says. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  I  yield  to 
the  gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  There  is  the  one  sen¬ 
tence  in  section  (c)  that  says,  however, 
that  the  Secretary  shall  not  require  the 
State  to  pay  relocation  payments  where 
not  authorized  by  State  law.  That 
simply  refers  to  the  payment  of  reloca¬ 
tion  payments.  It  in  no  way  has  any 
effect  on  the  requirement  of  section  (b) 
which  would  continue  to  remain  effective, 
and  that  would  mean  the  Secretary 
would  still  have  the  righ-t  to  require  the 
State  to  satisfy  about  their  one  or  more 
feasible  methods  for  relocation. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Is  not  all 
or  part  of  section  3  something  new  to  be 
interpreted  altogether. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  It  is  true  section  3  is 
all  new,  but  the  one  sentence  the  gentle¬ 
man  refers  to  is  specifically  limited  by 
its  wording  to  relocation  payments.  It 
says  that  the  Secretary  shall  not  require 
the  States  to  pay  relocation  payments 
where  not  authorized  by  State  law,  but 
it  does  not  extend  to  the  question  in  sec¬ 
tion  (b),  its  requirement  that  they  have 
feasible  methods  of  relocating  people  and 
rights  of  way. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  In  other 
words,  the  gentleman  reads  section  (b) 
that  the  Secretary  may  require  those,  re¬ 
gardless  of  what  the  State  may  do.  Is 
that  your  interpretation? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  That  is  correct. 
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Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  This  re¬ 
port,  then,  is  inaccurate? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  A  report  cannot  re¬ 
place  clear  language  in  section  (b) . 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
10  minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa  [Mr.  Edmondson!. 

(Mr.  EDMONDSON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend 
his  remarks.) 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
it  is  now  apparent  at  this  stage  in  the 
debate  that  both  sides  of  the  aisle  are 
pretty  well  in  agreement  on  this  bill,  on 
its  desirability,  on  its  feasibility,  and 
the  need  to  enact  it  into  law,  with  the 
exception  of  a  few  words  that  appear  in 
section  3.  It  seems  that  there  has  been 
a  great  deal  of  fire  centered  on  those 
two  words,  a  great  deal  of  talk  about 
them,  the  invoking  of  a  number  of  high 
authorities  on  the  subject  of  road 
building  in  the  attack  on  those  two 
words,  and  the  argument  that  they  are 
very  extreme  language  that  places  power 
and  concentrates  too  much  power  in  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce. 

In  the  first  place,  let  me  make  it 
clear  the  language  that  appears  in  the 
bill  at  this  time  is  a  moderate  version 
of  language  initially  considered  by  the 
committee  in  connection  with  reloca¬ 
tion.  The  authorship  of  the  particular 
phrase  that  is  being  objected  to,  “one 
or  more  feasible  methods,”  is  an  author¬ 
ship  I  am  certain  would  enjoy  consider¬ 
able  esteem  on  the  other  side  of  the 
aisle.  Those  are  the  words  suggested  by 
our  very  able  and  distinguished  col¬ 
league  from  Florida  [Mr.  Cramer]  who 
proposed  this  language  be  inserted  in 
the  bill  when  we  discussed  the  problem 
in  the  first  place.  I  offered  the  amend¬ 
ment  by  which  the  Cramer  language  was 
substituted  for  other  language  that  did 
appear  in  the  bill.  Of  course  there  is 
no  doubt  about  the  fact  that  the  previ¬ 
ous  language  did  go  a  good  deal  further. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  The  fact  is  that  the 
use  of  the  words  “feasible  method”  was 
contained  in  the  Buckley  bill. 

Mr.  ED1VTONDSON.  That  is  quite 
right,  but  the  Buckley  bill  said  “a  fea¬ 
sible  method”  and  left  only  one  feasible 
method  to  be  set  out  by  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce. 

The  gentleman  from  Florida  pointed 
out  that  we  ought  to  allow  the  State 
some  leeway  on  this  subject,  and  we 
ought  to  make  it  possible  to  have  one 
or  more  feasible  methods  that  could  be 
approved.  So  the  door  was  opened  to  a 
great  deal  more  leeway  and  latitude  on 
behalf  of  the  States  than  had  been  in 
the  bill  as  originally  introduced. 

In  addition  to  that,  a  good  deal  of 
very  specific  language  about  what 
“feasible  methods”  might  be  was  also 
eliminated  from  the  bill  at  the  insistence 
and  the  suggestion  of  the  other  side,  and 
a  genuine  effort  was  made  by  the  Demo¬ 
cratic  side  of  the  committee  to  accom¬ 
modate  the  views  of  our  friends  on  the 
other  side  in  regard  to  some  of  this 
language. 


Now,  is  the  bill  as  it  presently  stands 
an  extreme  statement  of  executive  power 
and  an  extreme  concentration  of  power 
in  the  Secretary  of  Commerce?  The 
gentleman  from  California  who  is  offer¬ 
ing  this  amendment  has  told  us  that  it 
is.  I  have  before  me  some  language  that 
appears  in  another  bill  on  the  same  sub¬ 
ject  which  I  would  like  to  read  to  you — 
which  I  would  like  to  call  to  your  atten¬ 
tion  and  to  the  attention  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California : 

§  133.  Relocation  of  families  displaced  by 
construction  of  Interstate  System 

(a)  Each  agreement  entered  into  under 
section  110  after  the  date  of  the  enactment 
of  this  section  between  the  Secretary  and  a 
State  highway  department  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  project  on  the  Interstate  System 
shall  contain  clauses  providing  that  the 
State  will — 

(1)  assure  that  there  are,  or  are  being  pro¬ 
vided,  in  areas  within  the  locality  of  such 
project  not  generally  less  desirable  than  the 
area  of  such  project  in  regard  to  public 
utilities  and  public  and  commercial  facilities 
and  at  rents  or  prices  within  the  financial 
means  of  individuals  and  families  displaced 
by  the  construction  of  such  project,  decent, 
safe,  and  sanitary  dwellings,  equal  in  num¬ 
ber  to  the  number  of  such  displaced  individ¬ 
uals  and  families,  which  are  available  to  such 
displaced  individuals  and  families  and  are 
reasonably  accessible  to  their  places  of 
employment; 

(2)  in  localities  where  State  or  local  agen¬ 
cies  already  administer  relocation  programs, 
provide  assistance  through  such  agencies  in 
the  relocation  of  individuals  and  families 
displaced  by  the  construction  of  such  proj¬ 
ect;  and 

(3)  make  relocation  payments  to  individ¬ 
uals  and  families  displayed  by  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  such  project  for  their  reasonable  and 
necessary  moving  expenses,  not  exceeding 
$200  in  the  case  of  any  individual  or  family. 
Any  such  agreement  shall  also  provide  that 
the  Secretary  will  reimburse  the  State  for 
the  full  costs  of  relocation  payments  made 
pursuant  to  the  requirements  of  paragraph 
(3). 

( b )  There  are  authorized  to  be  appropriat¬ 
ed  for  each  fiscal  year  such  sums  as  may  be 
necessary  to  enable  the  Secretary  to  fulfill 
his  obligations  under  agreements  entered 
into  under  section  110  to  reimburse  the 
States  for  relocation  payments  to  displaced 
individuals  and  families  made  pursuant  to 
the  requirements  of  paragraph  (3)  of  sub¬ 
section  (a) . 

(b)  The  table  of  contents  for  such  chap¬ 
ter  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof 
the  following  item:  0 

“133.  Relocation  of  families  displaced  by 
construction  of  Interstate  System.” 

Now,  that  is  language  that  appears 
in  another  bill.  I  would  like  to  ask  the 
gentleman  from  California  if  he  regards 
that  as  an  extreme  concentration  of 
power  on  this  subject.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  to  answer  that. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  have  stated  that  in 
my  opinion  the  section  that  we  have  be¬ 
fore  us  in  the  bill  should  be  revised  in 
the  manner  shown  in  my  amendment. 
That  is  my  position.  My  position  is  sup¬ 
ported  by  the  American  Automobile  As¬ 
sociation,  by  the  National  Association 
of  Road  Builders,  by  testimony  in  our 
hearings,  and  by  the  American  Associa¬ 
tion  of  State  Highway  Officials. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Will  the  gentle¬ 
man  respond  to  the  question?  Does  he 
regard  this  other  language  as  extreme 
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or  as  a  free  exercise  of  Federal  power 
in  this  area? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  believe  that  we 
should  not  put  power  into  the  hands 
of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  that  up 
to  now  has  been  left  to  the  States  in  this 
field. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Would  not  the 
gentleman  agree  that  this  language  goes 
a  great  deal  further  in  spelling  out  what 
the  States  must  do;  language  requiring 
that  they  have  relocation  payments  and 
requiring  that  they  have  relocation 
agencies  assisting  people  in  relocating? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  have  not  read  the 
bill  you  are  referring  to,  and  I  am  not 
proposing  to  go  into  a  bill  that  I  have 
not  read. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Let  me  inform 
the  gentleman  that  the  bill  I  just  read 
from  is  a  bill  that  bears  the  distinguished 
authorship  of  the  minority  leader  of  the 
other  body,  and  also  the  former  national 
chairman  of  the  Republican  National 
Committee  and  the  senior  Senator  from 
the  State  of  California. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  May  I  say  that  this 
House  has  shown  quite  clearly  this  year 
that  words  used  in  the  other  body  are 
not  the  last  words  on  any  legislation. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  agree  with  that. 
Would  not  the  gentleman  agree  that  the 
language  proposed  by  these  gentlemen 
goes  a  great  deal  further  in  the  direction 
of  telling  the  States  what  they  must  do 
on  relocation  than  the  moderate  lan¬ 
guage  contained  in  the  bill  before  the 
committee? 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Colorado. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Back  to 
the  interpretation  of  section  3,  which 
deals  with  the  relocation  assistance,  do 
I  understand  that  you,  as  a  member  of 
the  committee,  say  the  Secretary’s 
power  to  require  certain  things  in  con¬ 
nection  with  relocation  payments  is 
limited  by  the  State  law? 

There  will  be  a  State  law  before  he 
can  make  these  requirements? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Very  obviously 
the  Secretary  cannot  require  of  a  State 
an  illegal  act  by  one  of  its  officials  and 
the  State  officer  could  not  be  required  by 
the  Secretary  to  do  something  unlawful 
within  the  State.  So  if  legislation  is 
necessary  in  some  directions,  certainly 
there  would  have  to  be  action  by  the 
Legislature  before  any  requirement  could 
be  exacted  of  the  State  by  the  Secretary 
of  the  Department  of  Commerce. 

Now,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  us  put  this 
thing  in  context  for  just  a  minute  in 
the  overall  bill  and  what  we  are  trying 
to  get  done.  We  are  finding  here  in  this 
piece  of  legislation  that  equity  and  fair¬ 
ness  require  that  in  connection  with  this 
great  highway-building  program  we 
should  make  some  provision  not  only 
for  relocation  of  utilities  which  we  have 
already  voted  and  for  which  we  have 
already  spent  $170  million,  but  that  we 
should  also  make  some  provision  for 
families,  for  business  people,  and  for 
farmers  who  are  displaced  from  their 
homes  or  from  their  places  of  business 
by  the  roadbuilding  program.  Esti- 
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mates  are  that  there  are  15,000  families 
every  year  being  displaced  by  the  action 
of  the  Federal  Government  and  by  the 
action  of  the  States  in  connection  with 
these  Federal  road  construction  pro¬ 
grams.  Estimates  are  that  over  1,500 
businesses  are  being  forced  to  move. 
This  committee  is  saying — and  I  think 
the  other  side  is  going  along  with  us  on 
the  principle  at  least — that  it  is  desir¬ 
able  to  do  something  helpful  for  those 
individuals,  to  do  something  to  assist 
them  in  their  relocating.  We  are  also 
saying  this :  I  hope  you  will  bear  with  me 
as  I  present  it  for  just  a  minute.  We 
are  also  saying  that  we  believe  we  have 
in  our  Federal  Road  Administrator,  Mr. 
Whitton,  who  had  experience  for  a  num¬ 
ber  of  years  as  a  State  highway  admin¬ 
istrator  in  the  State  of  Missouri  and 
built  one  of  the  finest  highway  programs 
in  the  country,  that  we  have  confidence 
in  him  to  have  a  program  in  this  con¬ 
nection  that  meets  with  the  approval  of 
the  States  and  the  people  back  there. 
We  are  giving  him  latitude  in  this  area. 
But  bear  in  mind  this:  The  man  in 
whom  the  ultimate  authority  rests  to 
determine  the  feasible  method  is  the 
Secretary  of  the  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce  of  the  United  States,  one  of  the 
most  distinguished  Americans  serving  in 
Government  today,  an  able  and  hon¬ 
ored  former  Governor  of  a  great  South¬ 
ern  State.  We  are  saying  to  that  Sec¬ 
retary  of  the  Department  of  Commerce 
as  well  as  to  Mr.  Whitton  “We  have  con¬ 
fidence  in  you  to  spell  out  feasible 
methods.” 

Mr.  Chairman,  several  different  kinds 
of  feasible  methods  that  can  be  followed 
by  the  States  can  be  of  assistance  to 
people,  farmers,  and  families  that  are 
displaced  by  this  road  program.  These 
feasible  methods — if  you  have  any  ques¬ 
tions  about  them — several  of  them,  at 
least,  have  been  spelled  out  by  the  Gen¬ 
eral  Counsel  of  the  U.S.  Department 
of  Commerce  in  a  memorandum  dated 
July  16,  1962.  They  could  include 
such  things  as  a  continuing  survey 
of  the  neighborhood  affected  by  the 
proposed  project  to  include  a  determina¬ 
tion  of  the  number  of  families  displaced, 
the  nature  of  their  interest  in  real  prop¬ 
erty.  With  respect  to  tenants,  the 
amount  of  their  rent;  with  respect  to 
owners  the  approximate  value  of  the 
property,  and  the  general  areas  wherein 
families  would  be  displaced  are  known. 
This  could  include  a  survey  or  informa¬ 
tion  with  respect  to  the  availability  of 
housing  within  which  displaced  persons 
might  be  relocated.  It  certainly  should 
include  a  survey  of  currently  available 
housing  to  be  taken  from  newspaper 
listings,  contacts  with  real  estate 
brokers,  builders,  local  and  public  hous¬ 
ing  officials,  and  so  forth.  It  certainly 
should  include  firm  arrangements  with 
housing  agencies  and  cooperating  real 
estate  agencies  to  provide  full  informa¬ 
tion  to  these  displaced  people  with 
respect  to  vacancies  and  opportunities 
to  obtain  loans  to  secure  new  housing 
if  necessary.  There  are  a  number  of 
things  that  can  be  done  in  the  way  of 
rendering  assistance  to  these  dislocated 
people. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  every  confi¬ 
dence  in  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and 


in  his  Road  Administrator.  I  have  con¬ 
fidence  that  a  man  who  has  served  as 
State  highway  administrator  for  a  num¬ 
ber  of  years  and  is  highly  respected  by 
the  people  throughout  the  States  who 
are  in  the  roadbuilding  field  will  carry 
this  out  with  commonsense.  Certainly 
you  do  not  want  to  cast  a  vote  of  no 
confidence  in  our  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  and  in  our  Road  Administrator 
that  the  Baldwin  amendment  asks  you 
to  take.  You  should  turn  down  the 
Baldwin  amendment.  And  remember 
this.  They  said  to  you  that  the  Ameri¬ 
can  Automobile  Association  and  the 
Roadbuilders  Association  and  the  State 
highway  officials  are  opposed  to  this  lan¬ 
guage.  But  these  three  organizations  do 
not  have  any  obligation  of  any  kind  to 
the  farmers  and  the  business  people  and 
the  families  who  are  being  displaced. 
They  have  an  obligation  to  roadbuilders 
and  to  roadusers  but  not  to  people  dis¬ 
placed  by  new  roads.  Our  obligation  is 
also  an  obligation  to  the  people  who  are 
impacted  and  hurt  by  this  program. 

Mr.  DOWNING.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman. 

Mr.  DOWNING.  Mr.  Chairman,  like 
the  gentleman  from  Colorado,  I  have 
serious  concern  about  the  interpretation 
of  section  3  in  the  bill.  My  State  of  Vir¬ 
ginia,  as  you  know,  has  no  law  which  per¬ 
mits  payment  for  relocation  of  families 
by  reason  of  the  road  program.  Now,  do 
we  have  to  go  back  to  section  (b)  ?  Do 
we  have  to  supply  to  the  Secretary  a 
feasible  method  of  relocating  these  peo¬ 
ple?  If  so,  why  do  we  have  to  do  that? 
To  do  that,  it  would  seem  to  me,  we 
would  have  to  appropriate  money  to 
move  the  people  away. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  just  read  to  the 
gentleman  a  number  of  methods  which 
the  General  Counsel  of  the  Department 
of  Commerce  has  said  would  be  accepta¬ 
ble  methods  to  assist  in  the  problem  of 
relocating  people,  feasible  methods,  ac¬ 
ceptable  methods. 

Mr.  DOWNING.  Not  requiring  an 
outlay  of  money? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  They  do  not  re¬ 
quire  relocation  payments  to  the  indi¬ 
viduals.  They  do  require  something 
more  than  just  having  an  office  where 
somebody  can  come  in  and  ask  for  ad¬ 
vice.  They  do  require,  for  example,  such 
things  as  the  assembling  of  information 
and  the  conduct  of  surveys  that  would 
be  helpful  to  the  individuals  who  face 
this  relocation  problem. 

Mr.  DOWNING.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
yield  the  balance  of  the  time  on  this  side 
to  the  gentleman'  from  Florida  [Mr. 
Cramer]. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think 
it  is  generally  understood  that  with  the 
exception  of  the  Baldwin  amendment, 
and  the  taking  away  of  States  rights  by 
paragraph  (b) ,  section  3,  regarding  re¬ 
location  assistance,  we  are  in  agreement 
on  the  bill.  I  do  want  to  clarify,  how¬ 
ever,  some  remarks  that  have  been  made, 
and  refer  particularly  to  the  questions  of 
the  gentlemen  from  Virginia  and  Colo¬ 
rado.  I  have  great  respect  for  my  dis¬ 


tinguished  colleague  from  Colorado, 
serving  with  him  on  the  Committee  on 
the  Judiciary,  and  for  his  legal  opinion. 

I  would  say  to  the  gentleman  that  the 
answer  to  his  question  appears  in  the 
language  of  the  bill  itself.  If  the  gentle¬ 
man  will  look  on  page  3,  section  3,  para¬ 
graph  (b),  he  will  find  the  answer  and 
there  cannot  be  any  question  of  doubt 
about  it.  And  this  is  why  we  are  opposed 
to  it.  If  this  bill  passes  in  its  present 
form  the  Federal  Government  is  going 
to  say  to  the  States,  “We  are  going  to  set 
the  standards  for  relocation  programs, 
and  if  you  do  not  like  our  standards  you 
do  not  even  get  Federal  construction 
money.”  That  is  what  it  says.  Just  read 
it. 

The  Secretary  prior  to  his  approval  of  any 
project  under  section  106  of  this  title  for 
right-of-way  acquisition  or  actual  construc¬ 
tion  shall  require  the  State — 

lit  is  not  “may.”  Is  is  mandatory — - 
shall  require  the  State  highway  department 
to  give  satisfactory  assurance  that  there  ex¬ 
ists  one  or  more  feasible  methods — 

What  is  a  “feasible  method”?  Who 
knows  what  a  feasible  method  is?  Who 
can  read  the  mind  of  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  or  the  Administrator  of  the 
Bureau  of  Roads  as  to  what  a  feasible 
method  is? — 

for  the  relocation  of  families  displaced  by 
acquisition  or  clearance  of  rights-of-way  for 
any  Federal-aid  highway. 

Could  it  be  any  clearer?  If  the  States 
do  not  promote  a  “feasible  method”  for 
relocation  to  be  approved  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  the  Secretary  can  use  the  most 
bare  and  blatant  power  he  has,  which  is 
to  cut  off  the  money.  That  is  what  it 
says,  and  there  is  not  any  question  about 
it. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
Chairman,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Section  3 
is  to  be  read  together.  As  a  lawyer,  I 
think  that  is  the  proper  way  to  start 
approaching  the  interpretation.  Sec¬ 
tion  3  must  be  read  together. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Certainly.  It  is  re¬ 
lated  subject  matter.  I  know  what  the 
gentleman  is  going  to  say,  “Look  at  sub¬ 
section  (c) .”  I  have  looked  at  it.  Sub¬ 
section  (c)  has  no  relationship  to  what 
the  penalty  shall  be  if  the  States  do  not 
have  a  “feasible  method.”  All  it  deals 
with  is  whether  the  States  can  get  funds 
for  the  relocation,  not  for  construction. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Does  the 
gentleman  feel  that  under  this  section, 
that  is,  all  of  it,  especially  subsection  (b ) 
that  the  gentleman  talks  about,  if  a 
State  fails  to  provide  a  law  for  payment 
for  the  relocation  of  people,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  can  sit  down  here  and  say,  “Look, 
we  will  not  approve  any  plan  until  the 
State  Legislature  approves  some  law 
which  would  permit  moneys  to  be  paid 
for  relocation  purposes.”  Is  that  the 
gentleman’s  interpretation? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  The  gentleman  is  ab¬ 
solutely  correct.  If  the  State  of  Colo¬ 
rado  says,  “We  have  not  in  the  past  and 
we  do  not  want  in  the  future  to  pay 
highway  program  relocation  costs,”  or, 
in  the  alternative,  if  they  provide  for  a 
plan  and  the  Secretary  thinks  it  is  not 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


13062 

a  feasible  program,  there  will  be  no  Fed¬ 
eral  money  for  any  highway  purpose 
under  this.  This  is  why  we  object  to 
it.  That  is  why  it  is  so  unfair. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  The  com¬ 
mittee  report  states  that  each  State  can 
determine  whether  or  not  to  make  relo¬ 
cation  payments.  Is  that  a  true  state¬ 
ment  or  an  exaggeration  of  the  idea  as 
it  appears  on  page  9  of  the  report? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  The  report  cannot 
overcome  the  language  itself.  Tire  only 
right  the  State  has  when  it  comes  to 
subsection  (c) ,  and  discretion,  the  only 
right  it  has  is  if  it  says,  “We  will  pay  for 
relocation,”  then  the  Federal  Govern¬ 
ment  will  participate.  If  it  says,  “We 
will  have  no  relocation  program  of  any 
kind,”  subsection  (b)  governs  it  and  no 
Federal  funds  for  relocation  or  right- 
of-way  acquisition  will  be  available. 
There  is  no  question  about  it.  If  we 
thought  there  was  a  question,  if  we 
thought  this  applied  to  the  entire  sec¬ 
tion,  we  would  not  have  any  objection 
to  it,  but  it  does  not.  If  this  were  to 
apply  to  the  whole  section,  it  would  ap¬ 
pear  at  the  end  of  the  section,  not  in 
subsection  (c) . 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  would  be  glad  to  the 
gentleman,  even  though  he  did  not  yield 
to  me  when  he  mentioned  my  name,  but 
before  I  yield  I  will  say  this:  The  gen¬ 
tleman  has  suggested  this  amendment 
is  perhaps  not  acceptable  in  many  in¬ 
stances,  but  I  would  suggest  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  that  the  American  Association 
of  State  Highway  Officials  has  sent  this 
tabulation  to  Members  of  Congress 
showing  that  there  are  17  States  that 
would  prefer  the  entire  deletion  of  this 
subsection.  The  gentleman  knows  I 
made  such  a  motion  and  the  motion 
failed  in  committee.  I  thought  that 
would  have  been  the  better  motion.  But 
now  we  are  willing  to  compromise  and  go 
along  with  the  Baldwin  approach,  leav¬ 
ing  relocation  advisory  assistance  in  but 
not  requiring  the  “feasible  method.” 
There  were  six  States  favoring  the  relo¬ 
cation  under  paragraph  (c) .  There  were 
12  States  favoring  the  Baldwin  amend¬ 
ment.  Practically  all  the  States,  or  the 
vast  majority  of  them,  opposed  this  sec¬ 
tion  in  its  present  language.  I  will  read 
to  the  gentleman  this  wire  from  the 
American  Automobile  Association. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  will  yield  to  the 
gentleman  when  I  have  finished  my 
statement. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  thank  my  col¬ 
league.  I  will  get  my  own  time. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  The  American  Auto¬ 
mobile  Association  sent  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma  the  following  wire : 

Respectfully  request  your  support  of  Bald¬ 
win  amendment  to  section  3,  H.R.  12135, 
Federal  Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962.  As  writ¬ 
ten,  section  3  poses  danger  of  putting  Fed¬ 
eral  and  State  highway  departments  in 
housing  business.  Baldwin  amendment 
offers  a  sensible,  workable,  and  permanent 
mandate  to  replace  ambiguous  and  uncer¬ 
tain  language  in  section  3  which  could  re¬ 
sult  in  unnecessary  delay  in  Federal  aid 


highway  projects,  particularly  in  metropoli¬ 
tan  areas. 

Russell  Hunt, 

Chairman,  Legislative  Committee,  Auto¬ 
mobile  Club  of  Oklahoma. 

I  have  personally  received  the  follow¬ 
ing  wire  in  support  of  this  amendment 
from  the  chairman  of  the  State  Road 
Department  of  Florida: 

Tallahasse,  Fla.,  July  17,  1962. 
Hon.  William  C.  Cramer, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

Florida  State  Road  Department  strongly 
favors  amendment  to  section  3  of  H.R.  12135 
to  be  offered  by  Congressman  Baldwin,  of 
California,  opposing  requirements  of  sec¬ 
tion  3  as  written  in  the  bill.  Urge  your 
support  and  vote  for  amendment. 

John  R.  Phillips, 

Chairman,  State  Road  Department  of 
Florida. 

Now  I  am  glad  to  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  thank  the  gen¬ 
tleman.  I  will  get  my  own  time. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  So  what  is  the  issue? 
You  will  notice  that  there  is  no  provision 
of  a  date  as  to  when  this  particular  sec¬ 
tion  will  become  effective  subsequent  to 
the  enactment  of  the  law.  This  becomes 
effective  immediately.  It  does  not  even 
give  the  States  an  opportunity  to  put  it 
into  effect  or  give  them  reasonable  time 
to  put  it  into  effect.  How  are  those 
States  •  that  do  not  have  a  “feasible 
method”  for  the  relocation  of  tenants 
going  to  conform?  And  the  penalty  if 
they  do  not  conform  immediately  is,  as 
the  bill  itself  states,  “The  Secretary  prior 
to  his  approval  of  any  project  for  a  right- 
of-way  acquisition  or  actual  construc¬ 
tion” — that  is  the  condition  precedent. 
Now  this  is  not  an  argument  as  to 
whether  you  should  or  should  not  have 
relocation  payments.  We  must  reserve 
the  power  of  the  State  to  make  the  deci¬ 
sion  as  to  the  type  of  relocation  and  as 
to  whether  the  tenant  should  be  paid  and 
the  extent  to  which  they  should  be  paid, 
and  that  is  a  State  and  not  a  Federal 
decision. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  desire  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Oklahoma  [Mr.  Edmondson], 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
have  taken  this  time  because  I  want  to 
make  clear  to  the  House  that  the  inten¬ 
tion  of  the  majority  of  the  committee  to 
see  that  there  is  no  requirement  of  re¬ 
location  payments  by  any  State  regard¬ 
less  of  this  “feasibility  methods”  lan¬ 
guage  is  a  firm  intention  of  this  com¬ 
mittee.  At  the  appropriate  time  when 
the  bill  is  read  for  amendment,  I  intend 
to  offer  an  amendment  which  will  add 
this  same  language  to  (b)  that  appears 
in  (c)  and  spell  it  out  clearly  and  con¬ 
cisely  both  in  subsection  (b)  and  sub¬ 
section  (c),  that  relocation  payments 
cannot  be  required  by  a  State  under  this 
feasible  method  authority  of  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce.  My  own  judgment 
and  the  judgment  of  most  of  the  people 
on  the  majority  side  is  that  this  is  not 
essential  and  should  not  be  required  in 
order  to  make  it  very  clear  that  it  is  not 
within  the  authority  of  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce.  It  is  our  feeling  its  appear- 
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ance  in  this  particular  section  together 
with  the  history  of  the  report  in  connec¬ 
tion  with  this  bill  should  make  it  very 
clear  that  this  could  not  be  required. 
However,  I  think  the  gentleman  from 
Florida  has  so  clouded  the  legislative 
history  on  this  point,  and  has  intro¬ 
duced  without  any  solid  legal  justifica¬ 
tion  the  contention  that  this  language 
would  not  prevent  such  requirement, 
that  we  probably  would  be  on  the  safe 
side  to  add  it  to  subsection  (b).  As  I 
have  stated,  that  amendment  will  be  of¬ 
fered  at  the  proper  time  in  order  to 
eliminate  any  controversy  about  it  inso¬ 
far  as  the  committee’s  action  is  con¬ 
cerned. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr. 
Chairman,  with  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  am  glad  to 
yield  to  my  colleague. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  I  under¬ 
stand  that  the  amendment  you  propose 
to  offer  will  be  one  of  clarification  in 
order  to  make  it  definite  and  certain 
that  under  no  circumstances  shall  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  be  permitted  to 
require  any  State  to  have  a  plan  for  re¬ 
location  unless  the  State  itself  has  a  law 
which  permits  the  payment;  is  that 
correct? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  As  to  payments; 
that  is  exactly  correct. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield  for  a 
question? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  am  glad  to  yield 
to  my  colleague. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  have  lis¬ 
tened  to  the  gentleman  on  two  different 
occasions  when  he  has  spoken  here  and 
he  has  not  convinced  me  why  you  want 
to  give  to  a  Federal  agency  authority 
that  can  be  handled  by  a  State  agency 
and  which  in  the  past  has  been  ade¬ 
quately  handled.  That  is  what  I  want 
to  know. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  will  have  to 
say  on  that  point  that  the  same  reason¬ 
ing  prevails  with  respect  to  that  as  pre¬ 
vails  with  regard  to  the  language  on 
research  and  planning. 

While  most  of  the  States  have  gone 
ahead  with  research  and  planning,  while 
we  have  had  research  and  planning  in 
most  of  the  States,  there  have  been 
some  States  that  have  lagged  in  that 
direction  and  we  feel  some  incentive 
should  be  given  in  this  direction,  that 
where  there  is  no  research  and  planning 
the  Federal  taxpayers  are  not  getting 
what  they  should  on  their  road  invest¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  do  not  think 
there  is  any  relationship  between  re¬ 
search  and  planning  and  the  obtaining 
of  rights-of-way  and  the  relocation  of 
displaced  tenants.  There  is  no  relo- 
cationship  between  those  two. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  If  there  is  a  Fed¬ 
eral  policy  that  it  is  a  good  and  wise 
thing  to  have  research  and  planning 
then  we  think  something  should  be  done 
to  encourage  it.  We  think  there  should 
be  something  in  this  bill  also  on  the  mat¬ 
ter  of  relocation  as  a  matter  of  Federal 
policy.  I  think  there  was  general  agree¬ 
ment  that  there  should  be  some  encour- 
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agement  given  in  the  direction  of  re¬ 
location,  relocation  planning,  relocation 
assistance.  That  is  what  this  amend¬ 
ment  seeks  to  do,  and  we  have  faith  that 
our  Secretary  of  Commerce  will  use  good 
commonsense  in  the  devices  he  employs 
and  in  his  approach  to  this  problem  to 
see  that  we  do  have  an  effective  pro¬ 
gram. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  if  the  gentleman  will  yield  fur¬ 
ther,  we  cannot  write  law  based  upon 
our  faith  in  the  present  Secretary  of 
Commerce  or  present  Highway  Admin¬ 
istrator,  who  is  a  very  good  friend  of 
mine.  I  do  not  want  to  make  him  the 
authority  that  might  determine  this, 
for  while  I  have  faith  in  him  we  do  not 
know  who  the  next  Administrator  might 
be.  He  might  be  a  person  I  would  not 
have  confidence  in.  The  law  is  going  to 
be  on  the  books  for  a  long  time,  long 
after  both  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
and  the  Administrator  have  gone. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Congress  still 
would  have  the  power  to  change  it.  We 
can  change  it  any  time  that  we  feel  that 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  not  prop¬ 
erly  administering  the  law. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  cannot 
agree  that  we  should  give  power  to  a 
Federal  department  or  bureau  that  can 
best  be  handled  by  the  States. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  In  this  instance 
the  gentleman’s  own  State,  I  think,  has 
a  good  program. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  think  we 
do  too.  However,  the  chief  engineer, 
and  the  highway  commission  have  gone 
on  record  as  saying  they  are  for  the 
elimination  of  subparagraph  (b)  in  this 
bill;  and  I  think  they  are  wise  in  their 
stand. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  am  certain  there 
are  a  great  many  highway  construction 
people  who  would  like  to  delete  all  of 
Section  3  including  relocation  payments. 
Then  the  road  builders  would  go  along 
with  it.  But  in  my  own  judgment  we 
have  to  recognize  the  interest  of  the 
farmers  and  the  business  people  and  the 
families  that  are  along  these  highways 
and  try  to  do  something  for  them  too. 

Mr.  McFALL.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  yield. 

Mr.  McFALL.  Is  not  this  correct,  that 
all  we  are  requiring  the  States  to  do  is 
to  show  that  these  families  who  are  be¬ 
ing  displaced  by  these  highways  have 
some  place  to  go  and  live?  Isn’t  that  all 
we  are  asking? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  think  even  less 
than  that.  I  think  we  are  only  requiring 
that  the  States  come  in  and  show  that 
they  are  working  out  methods  to  try  to 
be  of  assistance  to  these  people. 

Mr.  McFALL.  Is  not  that  a  very  small 
thing  to  require  in  these  projects  where 
the  Federal  Government  is  paying  90 
percent  of  the  cost? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  In  my  judgment 
it  is. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  yield 
myself  the  balance  of  my  time. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  bill  before  us  now 
is  the  bill  brought  out  on  the  floor 
through  the  cooperation  of  all  members 
of  the  committee  with  the  same  objec¬ 
tive  in  mind,  and  that  was  the  objective 


of  better  roads  for  this  country.  You 
have  heard  some  differences  of  opinion 
expressed  here  this  afternoon  on  one 
particular  section  of  the  bill.  The  bill 
itself  is  a  good  bill,  a  necessary  bill,  and 
should  not  be  hindered  by  the  arguments 
on  amendments  we  heard  this  afternoon. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  no  further  re¬ 
quests  for  time. 

Mr.  AVERY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  Baldwin  amendment. 
My  position  is  usually  one  of  concern 
for  persons  to  be  displaced  against  their 
will  for  a  Federal  or  State  project.  I 
have  had  some  extensive  experience  in 
my  district  and  therefore  personally 
concerned  that  persons  who  are  in  this 
circumstance  have  every  protection  for 
fair  treatment. 

There  is  no  question  in  my  mind  that 
the  appropriate  State  agency  or  com¬ 
mission  will  afford  this  equitable  treat¬ 
ment  for  the  respective  displacements. 
Certainly  I  do  not  believe  the  final  de¬ 
termination  should  be  made  in  Wash¬ 
ington.  Reference  has  been  made  to 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce.  The  Sec¬ 
retary  is  not  going  to  be  making  these 
determinations  personally.  They  are 
going  to  be  made  by  some  Department 
of  Commerce  employee  far  removed  from 
the  site  of  the  problem. 

A  vote  for  this  amendment  is  not  a 
vote  of  lack  of  confidence  in  the  Secre¬ 
tary.  However  a  vote  against  the 
amendment  is  a  vote  of  no  confidence 
in  a  State  administration  or  a  State 
commission. 

The  Kansas  highway  is  strongly  sup¬ 
porting  this  amendment  Mr.  Chairman 
and  I  want  to  read  a  telegram  from  Mr. 
Addison  H.  Meschke,  director  of  the 
highway  commission  in  Kansas: 

Topeka,  Kans„ 

July  17,  1962. 

Representative  William  H.  Avery, 

Old  House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

H.R.  12X35  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of 
1962  to  be  debated  Wednesday,  re  section  3, 
Kansas  favors  proposed  Baldwin  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  amendment. 

Addison  H.  Meschke, 

Director  of  Highways. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  the  amendment 
will  be  adopted. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is 
appalling  to  the  people  of  New  York 
State  that  the  Federal  Government  in¬ 
sists  on  punishing  us  for  building  our 
own  roads  rather  than  waiting  for  Uncle 
Sam  to  do  it  for  us. 

Originally,  under  the  proposal  in  1947, 
New  York  State  was  allocated  1,227  miles 
of  Federal-interstate  highway,  for  which 
the  Federal  Government  would  contrib¬ 
ute  90  percent  and  the  State  10  percent. 
The  Federal  Highway  Act  was  not  en¬ 
acted  until  1956.  By  that  time  New 
York  had  already  built  569  miles  of  high¬ 
way  along  the  Federal  route,  most  of  it 
on  the  thruway.  Now  the  obvious  thing 
to  have  done  was  to  reimburse  New  York 
or  transfer  mileage  to  other  roads  in 
New  York  State  in  return  for  Federal 
highways  already  built  by  New  York. 

You  all  know  what  happened.  Uncle 
Sam  said,  in  effect :  “No,  we  are  going  to 
cut  your  Federal-interstate  mileage 
from  1,227  miles  to  658  miles  because 


your  taxpayers  met  their  responsibil¬ 
ities.”  Now  I  ask  you,  Is  that  fair?  Is 
that  defensible?  It  is  not. 

New  York  was  originally  given  3  per¬ 
cent  of  the  Federal  mileage  while  paying 
18  percent  of  the  Federal  taxes.  The 
Congress  added  insult  to  injury  by 
cutting  New  York’s  share  from  3 
to  1.6  percent  of  the  mileage.  The  mile¬ 
age  taken  from  New  York  could  and 
should  have  been  used  for  Route  17,  a 
tremendously  important  highway  along 
the  southern  frontier  of  New  York  State. 

We,  in  New  York  State,  shout  our  pro¬ 
tests  at  such  highhanded  treatment. 
You  can  be  darn  sure  that  I  will  never 
vote  for  any  highway  bill  that  per¬ 
petuates  this  gross  injustice  upon  my 
people. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  All  time  has  ex¬ 
pired.  The  Clerk  will  read  the  bill  for 
amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of 
Representatives  of  the  United  States  of 
America  in  Congress  assembled, 

SHORT  TITLE 

Section  1.  Tliis  Act  may  be  cited  as  the 
“Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962”. 

AUTHORIZATIONS 

Sec.  2.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the 
provisions  of  title  23  of  the  United  States 
Code  the  following  sums  are  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated : 

(1)  For  the  Federal-aid  primary  system 
and  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system  and 
for  their  extension  within  urban  areas,  out 
of  the  Highway  Trust  Fund,  $950,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and 
$975,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1965.  The  sums  authorized  in  this  para¬ 
graph  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  available 
for  expenditure  as  follows: 

(A)  45  per  centum  for  projects  on  the 
Federal-aid  primary  highway  system; 

(B)  30  per  centum  for  projects  on  the 
Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system;  and 

(C)  25  per  centum  for  projects  on  exten¬ 
sions  of  the  Federal-aid  primary  and  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  secondary  highway  systems  in  urban 
areas. 

(2)  For  forest  highways,  $33,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and 
$33,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1965. 

(3)  For  forest  development  roads  and 
trails,  an  additional  $10,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  $70,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and 
$85,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1965. 

(4)  For  public  lands  development  roads 
and  trails,  $2,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1964,  and  $4,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(5)  For  park  roads  and  trails,  $22,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and 
$25,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1965. 

(6)  For  parkways,  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $16,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(7)  For  Indian  reservation  roads  and 
bridges,  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1964,  and  $18,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(8)  For  public  lands  highways,  $3,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and 
$3,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1965. 

ASSISTANCE  FOR  DISPLACED  FAMILIES  AND 
BUSINESSES 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Chapter  1  of  title  23  of  the 
United  States  Code  is  amended  by  adding  at 
the  end  thereof  the  following  new  section : 
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“|  133.  Relocation  assistance 

“(a)  As  used  in  this  section  the  term  ‘eli¬ 
gible  person’  means  any  individual,  family, 
business  concern  (including  the  operation  of 
a  farm)  and  nonprofit  organization  to  be 
displaced  by  construction  of  a  project. 

“(b)  The  Secretary  prior  to  his  approval  of 
any  project  under  section  106  of  this  title  for 
right-of-way  acquisition  or  actual  construc¬ 
tion  shall  require  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  to  give  satisfactory  assurance  that  there 
exists  one  or  more  feasible  methods  (in¬ 
cluding  relocation  advisory  assistance)  for 
the  relocation  of  families  displaced  by  acqui¬ 
sition  or  clearance  of  rights-of-way  for  any 
Federal-aid  highway. 

"(c)  The  Secretary  shall  approve,  as  a  part 
of  the  cost  of  construction  of  a  project  on 
any  of  the  Federal-aid  highways  systems, 
such  relocation  payments  as  may  be  made 
by  a  State  highway  department,  or  a  local 
public  agency  acting  as  an  agent  for  the 
State  highway  department  for  this  purpose, 
to  eligible  persons  for  their  reasonable  and 
necessary  moving  expenses  caused  by  their 
displacement  from  real  property  acquired  for 
such  project.  However,  the  Secretary  shall 
not  require  a  State  to  pay  relocation  pay¬ 
ments  where  not  authorized  by  State  law. 

“(d)  Payments  under  this  section  shall  be 
subject  to  such  rules  and  regulations  as  may 
be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  and  shall  not 
exceed  $200  in  the  case  of  an  individual  or 
family,  or  $3,000  in  the  case  of  a  business 
concern  (including  the  operation  of  a  farm) 
or  nonprofit  organization.  In  the  case  of  a 
business  (including  the  operation  of  a  farm) 
and  in  the  case  of  a  nonprofit  organization, 
the  allowable  expenses  for  transportation 
under  this  subsection  shall  not  exceed  the 
cost  of  moving  50  miles  from  the  point  from 
which  such  business  or  organization  is  being 
displaced.  Such  rules  and  regulations  may 
include  provisions  authorizing  reimburse¬ 
ment  for  payments  made  to  individuals  and 
families  of  fixed  amounts  (not  to  exceed 
$200  in  any  case)  in  lieu  of  their  respective 
reasonable  and  necessary  moving  expenses. 

"(e)  This  section  shall  apply  only  with  re¬ 
spect  to  projects  approved  under  section  106 
of  this  title  after  the  date  of  enactment  of 
this  section.” 

(b)  The  analysis  of  chapter  1  of  title  23 
of  the  United  States  Code  is  amended  by 
adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following : 

“133.  Relocation  assistance.” 

PUBLIC  LANDS  DEVELOPMENT  ROADS  AND  TRAILS 

Sec.  4.  (a)  Section  101  of  title  23,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  immedi¬ 
ately  after  the  paragraph  which  begins  “The 
term  ‘project  agreement’  means”,  the  fol¬ 
lowing: 

“The  term  ‘public  lands  development 
roads  and  trails'  means  those  roads  or  trails 
which  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  deter¬ 
mines  are  of  primary  importance  for  the  de¬ 
velopment,  protection,  administration,  and 
utilization  of  public  lands  and  resources 
under  his  control.” 

(b)  Chapter  2  of  title  23  of  the  United 
States  Code  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following  new  section: 

“I  214.  Public  lands  development  roads  and 
trails 

“(a)  Funds  available  for  public  lands  de¬ 
velopment  roads  and  trails  shall  be  used  to 
pay  the  cost  of  construction  and  improve¬ 
ment  of  such  roads  and  trails. 

"(b)  Funds  available  for  public  lands  de¬ 
velopment  roads  and  trails  shall  be  avail¬ 
able  for  adjacent  vehicular  parking  areas  and 
for  sanitary,  water,  and  fire  control  facilities. 

“(c)  The  Secretary  shall  approve  the  loca¬ 
tion,  type,  and  design  of  all  projects  for 
public  lands  development  roads  and  trails 
before  any  expenditures  are  made  thereon 
and  all  construction  thereof  shall  be  under 
the  general  supervision  of  the  Secretary.” 


(c)  The  analysis  of  chapter  2  of  title  23  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following : 

“214.  Public  lands  development  roads  and 
trails.” 

AVAILABILITY  OF  FUNDS— OTHER  HIGHWAYS 

Sec.  5.  Section  203  of  title  23  of  the  United 
States  Code  is  amended  by  inserting  im¬ 
mediately  before  the  phrase  “park  roads  and 
trails”,  at  each  of  the  two  places  it  appears  in 
such  section,  the  following:  “public  lands 
development  roads  and  trails,”. 

FEDERAL-AID  SECONDARY  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM - 

URBAN  AREAS 

Sec.  6.  (a)  The  last  sentence  of  subsec¬ 
tion  (c)  of  section  103  of  title  23,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows: 
“This  system  may  be  located  both  in  rural 
and  urban  areas,  but  any  extension  of  the 
system  into  urban  areas  shall  be  subject  to 
the  condition  that  such  extension  pass 
through  the  urban  area  or  connect  with 
another  Federal-aid  system  within  the  urban 
area.” 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section  shall  apply  to  apportion¬ 
ments  made  before  as  well  as  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

TRANSPORTATION  PLANNING  IN  CERTAIN 
URBAN  AREAS 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Chapter  1  of  title  23,  United 
States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding  imme¬ 
diately  following  section  133  the  following 
new  section: 

“§  134.  Transportation  planning  in  certain 
urban  areas 

"It  is  declared  to  be  in  the  national  in¬ 
terest  to  encourage  and  promote  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  transportation  systems,  embrac¬ 
ing  various  modes  of  transport  in  a  manner 
that  will  serve  the  States  and  local  communi¬ 
ties  efficiently  and  effectively.  To  accom¬ 
plish  this  objective  the  Secretary  shall  co¬ 
operate  with  the  States,  as  authorized  in  this 
title,  in  the  development  of  long-range  high¬ 
way  plans  and  programs  which  are  properly 
coordinated  with  plans  for  improvements  in 
other  affected  forms  of  transportation  and 
which  are  formulated  with  due  considera¬ 
tion  to  their  probable  effect  on  the  future 
development  of  urban  areas  of  more  than 
fifty  thousand  population.  After  July  1, 
1965,  the  Secretary  shall  not  approve  under 
section  105  of  this  title  any  program  for 
projects  in  any  urban  area  of  more  than 
fifty  thousand  population  unless  he  finds 
that  such  projects  are  based  on  a  continu¬ 
ing  comprehensive  transportation  planning 
process  carried  on  cooperatively  by  States 
and  local  communities  in  conformance  with 
the  objectives  stated  in  this  section.” 

(b)  The  analysis  of  chapter  1  of  title  23, 
United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  adding 
at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

“134.  Transportation  planning  in  certain 
urban  areas.” 

RURAL  DELIVERY  AND  STAR  ROUTE  MILEAGE 

Sec.  8.  (a)  Subsection  (b)  (1)  of  section 
104  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  is 
amended  by  striking  out  “preceding  fiscal 
year”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “preced¬ 
ing  calendar  year”. 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection 
(a)  of  this  section  shall  be  aplicable  only 
with  respect  to  apportionments  made  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

HIGHWAY  PLANNING  AND  RESEARCH  FUNDS 

Sec.  9.  Subsection  (c)  of  section  307  of 
title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  is  amended 
by  inserting  “(1)”  immediately  after  “(c)”, 
by  striking  out  “any  year”  and  inserting  in 
lieu  thereof  “each  fiscal  year  prior  to  the 
fiscal  year  1964”,  and  by  adding  at  the  end 
thereof  the  following: 

"(2)  One  and  one-half  percentum  of  the 
sums  apportioned  for  each  fiscal  year  be¬ 
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ginning  with  the  fiscal  year  1964  to  any 
State  under  section  104  of  this  title  shall  be 
available  for  expenditure  by  the  State  high¬ 
way  department  only  for  the  purposes  enu¬ 
merated  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection. 

“(3)  In  addition  to  the  percentage  pro¬ 
vided  in  paragraph  (2)  of  this  subsection, 
not  to  exceed  one-half  of  one  per  centum  of 
sums  apportioned  for  each  fiscal  year  be¬ 
ginning  with  the  fiscal  year  1964  under  para¬ 
graphs  (1),  (2),  and  (3)  of  section  104(b) 
of  this  title  shall  be  available  for  expendi¬ 
ture  upon  request  of  the  State  highway  de¬ 
partment  for  the  purposes  enumerated  in 
paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection. 

“(4)  Sums  made  available  under  para¬ 
graphs  (2)  and  (3)  of  this  subsection  shall 
be  matched  by  the  State  in  accordance  with 
section  120  of  this  title  unless  the  Secretary 
determines  that  the  interests  of  the  Federal  - 
aid  highway  program  would  be  best  served 
without  such  matching.” 

DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  10.  For  the  purposes  of  section  2  of 
this  Act  each  of  the  following  terms  shall 
have  the  same  meaning  as  is  given  it  in 
section  101  of  title  23  of  the  United  States 
Code: 

(1)  Forest  development  roads  and  trails; 

(2)  Forest  highway; 

(3)  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges; 

(4)  Park  roads  and  trails; 

(5)  Parkway; 

(6)  Public  lands  highways; 

(7)  Federal-aid  primary  system; 

(8)  Federal-aid  secondary  system; 

(9)  Urban  area; 

(10)  Public  lands  development  roads  and 
trails. 

With  the  following  committee  amend¬ 
ments  : 

Page  2,  line  17,  strike  “and”  and  in¬ 
sert  “an”. 

Page  10,  line  1,  strike  “matching”  and 
insert  “matching”. 

Page  10,  strike  lines  3  to  10  inclusive. 

The  committee  amendments  were 
agreed  to. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer 
an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Baldwin:  On 
page  3,  line  24,  strike  out  the  words  “there 
exists  one  or”  and  on  page  4,  lines  1  and  2 
strike  the  words  “more  feasible  methods 
(including  relocation  advisory  assistance)” 
and  replace  the  above  stricken  words  with 
the  following :  “relocation  advisory  assistance 
shall  be  provided.” 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  the 
purpose  of  this  amendment  is  to  leave 
basically  with  the  States  powers  that 
they  have  consistently  had  up  to  the 
present  time  under  the  Federal  aid  high¬ 
way  program.  Up  to  this  time  the  States 
have  been  the  ones  to  determine  what  is 
the  feasible  method  of  relocation  of  peo¬ 
ple  who  are  removed  from  a  State's 
rights-of-way. 

Section  3  of  the  bill  in  its  present  form 
has  the  words : 

The  Secretary  prior  to  his  approval  of  any 
project  under  section  106  of  this  title  for 
right-of-way  acquisition  or  actual  construc¬ 
tion  shall  require  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  to  give  satisfactory  assurance  that  there 
exists  one  or  more  feasible  methods  (includ¬ 
ing  relocation  advisory  assistance)  for  the 
relocation  of  families  displaced  by  acquisi¬ 
tion  or  clearance  of  rights-of-way  for  any 
Federal  aid  highway. 

This  gives  the  Secretary  complete 
blanket  authority  to  determine  what  he 
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feels  is  a  feasible  method,  and  if  the 
State  does  not  comply  with  what  he  feels 
is  a  feasible  method,  he  can  refuse  to  ap¬ 
prove  funds  for  right-of-way  acquisition 
or  actual  construction.  There  was  previ¬ 
ous  discussion  on  the  floor  about  section 
(c) ,  which  has  a  last  sentence  saying :  „ 

However,  the  Secretary  shall  not  require 
a  State  to  pay  relocation  payments  where  not 
authorized  by  State  law. 

That  last  proviso  simply  says  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  cannot  require  the 
States  to  pay  relocation  payments,  but 
this  does  not  prevent  the  Secretary  from 
utilizing  his  powers  under  section  (b)  to 
require  different  procedures  which  he 
feels  are  proper  for  relocation,  even 
though  the  State  may  have  followed  a 
different  procedure  entirely  satisfactory 
in  the  past. 

The  purpose  of  my  amendment  is  sim¬ 
ply  to  avoid  this  further  concentration 
of  power  in  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 
It  is  power  he  has  not  got  at  the  present 
time. 

The  American  Association  of  State 
Highway  Officials  testified  against  this 
section  in  the  bill.  I  have  a  letter,  dated 
July  17,  from  A.  E.  Johnson,  executive 
secretary,  as  follows : 

Generally,  the  State  highway  departments 
feel  that  the  proposed  amendment,  as  shown 
on  page  62  of  the  committee  report  on  H.R. 
12135,  would  be  preferable  to  paragraph  B  of 
section  3,  as  contained  in  the  bill. 

The  American  Automobile  Association 
has  taken  a  position  in  favor  of  my 
amendment.  I  read  a  wire  stating  their 
position.  The  American  Roadbuilders 
Association  has  taken  a  position  in  favor 
of  the  amendment  and  countless  individ¬ 
ual  branches  of  the  American  Automobile 
Association  in  State  after  State  have 
taken  a  position  in  favor  of  my  amend¬ 
ment  and  have  so  wired  their  Members 
of  Congress. 

I  want  to  quote  one  from  the  Auto¬ 
mobile  Club  of  New  York,  representing 
612,000  members,  as  follows: 

On  behalf  of  our  612,000  members,  we 
urge  your  support  of  an  amendment  to  sec¬ 
tion  3  of  H.R.  12135,  which  is  Federal  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1962,  expected  on  House  floor 
this  Wednesday.  This  legislation  offered  by 
Congressman  Baldwin,  of  California,  will 
free  existing  highway  act  of  ambiguous  re¬ 
quirements  relating  to  relocation  of  persons 
and  businesses  affected  by  federally  aided 
highway  projects.  Present  requirements  al¬ 
lowing  one  or  more  feasible  methods,  in¬ 
cluding  relocation  advisory  assistance  are 
subject  to  exploitation  by  those  desiring  de¬ 
lay  of  vital  highway  programs  and  the  in¬ 
volvement  of  unnecessary  agencies  and  lev¬ 
els  of  government  in  local  affairs.  Baldwin 
amendment  relying  on  relocation  advisory 
assistance  is  entirely  adequate  and  realistic 
and  will  actually  minimize  dislocation  since 
it  does  not,  unlike  other  provisions,  invite 
conflict.  Highway  program  in  this  State  will 
be  advanced  by  your  vigorous  support  of 
Congressman  Baldwin's  amendment. 

Gilbert  B.  Phillips, 
Automobile  Club  of  New  York. 

I  am  just  reading  one  of  a  whole  series 
of  wires  sent  out  by  American  Auto¬ 
mobile  Association  clubs  in  various  States 
indicating  support  of  this  proposal. 

Basically  this  seeks  to  eliminate  con¬ 
centration  of  power  in  the  Secretary  of 


Commerce,  power  that  up  to  now  has 
been  handled  by  the  States  successfully. 

(Mr.  EDMONDSON  asked  and  was 
given  permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  opposition  to  this  amendment  for 
the  reasons  stated  previously  during 
general  debate  on  this  bill.  I  think  this 
amendment  represents  a  vote  of  com¬ 
plete  no  confidence  in  our  Secretary  of 
Commerce,  in  our  road  administrator, 
and  I  think  it  should  be  defeated  on  that 
basis  if  on  no  other  basis. 

The  gentleman  has  made  a  great  deal 
of  to-do  about  the  fact  that  some  organ¬ 
izations  are  opposed  to  this  amendment, 
but  the  same  organizations  that  he  men¬ 
tioned  are  also  opposed  to  relocation 
payments  or  to  anything  that  diverts  a 
dollar  from  highway  building  contracts. 
I  do  not  argue  with  them  on  that.  I 
think  they  are  taking  care  of  their  in¬ 
terests  and  concentrating  their  attention 
upon  the  dollars  of  road-building  con¬ 
tracts.  But,  I  think  we  have  some  other 
things  we  have  to  think  about,  and  that 
is  the  requirement  that  there  be  feasible 
methods,  one  or  more  feasible  methods, 
for  assistance  of  displaced  people,  and 
relocation  is  one  of  them. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  soon  as  we  defeat 
the  Baldwin  amendment — if  we  do  de¬ 
feat  it,  and  I  hope  we  will — I  will  offer 
an  amendment  to  add  this  language  on 
line  4  of  page  4,  and  I  would  appreciate 
your  attention  and  the  attention  on  the 
other  side  as  I  read  it  to  you: 

After  the  period  on  line  4,  add  the  follow¬ 
ing  language:  “One  or  more  feasible  meth¬ 
ods  shall  not  include  the  right  to  require 
a  State  to  make  relocation  payments  where 
not  authorized  by  State  law.” 

This  will  clearly  spell  out  in  the  sub¬ 
section  to  which  the  attention  is  being 
given  that  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
cannot  require  relocation  payments  to 
be  made  as  one  of  the  feasible  methods 
to  assist  people  being  relocated. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  hope  and  trust  that 
the  Baldwin  amendment  will  be  defeated, 
and  I  will  offer  this  amendment  at  the 
proper  time. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  HOSMER.  I  do  not  quite  under¬ 
stand  the  difference  in  degree  of  lack  of 
confidence  in  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce  that  would  be  expressed  by  the 
limitation  in  your  amendment  and  the 
limitation  in  the  Baldwin  amendment. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  can  assure  the 
gentleman  that  it  is  not  lack  of  con¬ 
fidence  on  my  side  that  calls  for  this 
particular  amendment.  I  think  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Florida  and  the  gentleman 
from  California  have  succeeded  in 
clouding  considerably  the  legislative  his¬ 
tory  in  regard  to  committee  intent.  I 
think  by  clouding  it  they  made  it  neces¬ 
sary  to  make  it  clear  and  specific. 

I  might  say  this  also,  as  long  as  we 
have  talked  about  how  State  highway  de¬ 
partments  stand  on  this  thing,  the  State 
Highway  Department  of  the  State  of 
California  responded  to  the  question¬ 
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naire  by  saying  that  this  bill  was  en¬ 
tirely  satisfactory  as  it  was  brought  to 
the  floor. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Yes;  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  California. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  In  answer  to  the  last 
statement  made  by  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  [Mr.  Edmondson],  I  would 
like  to  say  that  the  chief  highway  en¬ 
gineer  of  the  State  of  California  is  on 
record  at  page  99  of  the  hearings  in 
opposition  to  section  3. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  I  rise  in  support  of 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  all  of  us  today  are  in¬ 
terested  in  reducing  unemployment.  In 
fact,  there  is  a  bill  now  pending  be¬ 
fore  the  Public  Works  Committee,  at  the 
request  of  the  President,  which  is  called 
a  public  works  acceleration  bill,  and 
which  would  l-equire,  if  passed,  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  $900  million  over  a  short 
period  of  time  in  order  to  acclerate  pub¬ 
lic  works  in  order  to  aid  the  economy. 

Mr.  Chaii’man,  we  have  in  the  high¬ 
way  program  before  us  the  biggest  pub¬ 
lic  works  program  in  the  history  of  the 
world.  It  is  a  going  concern.  It  is  mov¬ 
ing  now.  If  the  language  in  paragraph 
(b)  of  section  3  remains  in  the  bill  by 
failing  to  adopt  the  Baldwin  amendment, 
I  predict  in  sections  of  this  country  that 
this  highway  program  will  come  to  a 
grinding  halt.  You  are  going  to  de- 
cellerate  public  works  pi’ograms.  You 
are  going  to  increase  unemployment. 

Mr.  Chaii’man,  why  do  I  say  this?  For 
the  simple  reason  that  under  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  the  bill  as  now  written  the 
Secretary  of  the  Department  of  Com- 
mei'ce  can  refuse  to  appi’ove  a  highway 
project  in  your  State,  and  in  my  State 
if  he  feels  that  your  community  and 
your  State  does  not  have  a  feasible 
method  for  l’elocating  tenants  that  must 
be  removed  from  highway  rights-of- 
way.  There  is  no  definition  in  this  bill 
as  to  what  constitutes  “feasible  meth¬ 
ods.”  But  in  the  administration’s  bill 
there  was  a  definition  of  what  consti¬ 
tutes  “feasible  methods.”  This  is  the 
guideline — this  is  what  the  Secretary 
of  the  Department  of  Commerce  in  whom 
we  are  supposed  to  have  so  much  con¬ 
fidence  is  going  to  inquire  each  State 
to  do,  each  highway  department  to  do. 
They  are  going  to  put  him  and  the  State 
highway  department  in  the  housing 
business.  Listen  to  this  language. 

The  Secretary  as  a  condition  precedent  to 
his  approval  of  any  highway  project  shall  re¬ 
quire  the  State  highway  department  through 
an  agency  or  agencies  acceptable  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  assure  that  there  is  a  feasible  meth¬ 
od  for  the  temporary  location  of  families 
displaced  by  the  acquisition  or  clearance  of 
rights-of-way  for  any  Federal  highway  pro¬ 
gram. 

Now,  listen  to  this — this  is  what  they 
are  going  to  require  each  State  to  do : 

That  there  are  or  will  be  provided  in  areas 
not  generally  less  desirable  in  regard  to  the 
availability  of  public  utilities  and  public 
commercial  facilities  at  rents  or  prices  with¬ 
in  the  financial  means  of  families  displaced 
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by  the  acquisition  or  clearance  of  such 
rights-of-way  decent,  safe,  and  sanitary 
dwellings — 

Mr.  Chairman,  every  State,  before  it 
can  get  a  highway  approved,  must  pro¬ 
vide  that  kind  of  relocation  service.  You 
are  putting  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ments  into  the  housing  business.  We  all 
know  that  there  are  people  who  do  not 
want  to  move,  no  matter  what  the  cir¬ 
cumstances  are.  There  are  certain  peo¬ 
ple  that  want  a  highway  located  in  this 
location  instead  of  the  one  selected  by 
the  engineers.  There  are  others  that 
want  for  selfish  interests  points  of  access 
established  at  some  other  place  or  an 
interchange  located  at  some  other  place. 

Mr.  Chairman,  these  people  are  going 
to  take  advantage  of  this  type  of  regu¬ 
lations.  They  are  going  to  latch  onto 
these  requirements  and  they  are  going  to 
delay  this  program.  They  are  going  to 
take  this  thing  to  court.  Whether  there 
is  merit  to  their  suits  or  not,  they  are 
going  to  contend  that  there  is  no  de¬ 
cent,  safe  housing  in  reasonable  distance 
of  a  man’s  employment;  that  there  are 
not  public  facilities  available.  These 
court  actions  are  going  to  delay  this 
highway  program.  Such  delay  will  not 
only  hurt  the  highway  program — it  will 
adversely  affect  the  economy  and  the 
employment  problem. 

Mr.  Chairman,  all  the  Baldwin  amend¬ 
ment  does  is  say,  “Let  us  not  make  the 
States  subject  to  the  direction,  the  dic¬ 
tatorship  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 
Let  the  States  move  their  people  as  they 
see  fit.” 

The  provisions  in  the  bill  that  the 
States  furnish  advisory  service  to  peo¬ 
ple  who  must  vacate  and  pay  their  mov¬ 
ing  expenses  is  as  much  as  a  government 
should  do. 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  BLATNIK  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his  re¬ 
marks.) 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  present  some  observations 
on  this  very  interesting  situation.  No. 
1,  the  question  is  raised  by  the  opposi¬ 
tion  on  the  meaning  of  the  word  “fea¬ 
sible.”  That  is  very  easily  determined. 
That  means  a  workable,  practical,  realis¬ 
tic  plan  under  the  circumstances.  I 
would  like  to  have  the  opposition  ex¬ 
plain  to  us  what  does  “advisory  assist¬ 
ance”  mean  by  the  States? 

Mr.  SCHERER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BLATNIK.  I  yield. 

Mr.  SCHERER.  That  was  in  the  ad¬ 
ministration  bill.  Advisory  assistance 
means  exactly  what  it  says,  to  help  peo¬ 
ple  who  have  to  relocate,  to  advise  them 
as  to  places  where  they  can  be  relocated. 
But  it  does  not  give  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  the  right  to  dictate  to  every 
community,  before  it  may  receive  a  high¬ 
way  project  just  how  these  people  shall 
be  relocated ;  what  kind  of  housing  they 
should  have,  and  so  forth. 

You  can  solve  this  problem  by  one 
regulation  in  the  law  and  that  is  to  re¬ 
quire  a  6-month  leadtime;  not  require 
people  to  move  for  6  months  after  the 
highway  right-of-way  has  been  ac¬ 
quired. 


Mr.  BLATNIK.  To  advise  people  as 
to  where  they  should  or  can  resettle 
can  easily  mean  get  a  tent  and  squat 
on  a  community  periphery.  Leadtime 
is  an  important  matter;  but,  even  with 
leadtime,  in  negotiating  and  acquiring 
the  necessary  properties,  you  still  do 
not  have  the  opportunity  to  have  a  prac¬ 
tical,  workable  program  for  accommo¬ 
dating  these  people  and  working  out 
their  serious  problems  of  resettlement 
and  relocation. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  not  want  to  be  a 
party  to  the  proposition  of  using  a  multi¬ 
billion- dollar  program  that  has  been 
working  so  beautifully,  as  has  this  joint, 
coordinated,  cooperative  affair  between 
the  Federal  Government  and  the  States, 
and  using  it  in  such  a  way  that  the  Fed¬ 
eral  Government  is  derelict  in  its  re¬ 
sponsibility  to  the  people  in  how  the 
people  shall  be  dealt  with  who  own  prop¬ 
erty,  and  through  no  fault  of  their  own, 
and  for  the  national  interest  of  provid¬ 
ing  facilities  for  a  freer  flow  of  com¬ 
merce  and  traffic,  and  forcibly  required 
to  relocate. 

The  truth  is,  with  all  respect — and  I 
mean  this — for  the  splendid  job  the 
States  have  been  doing,  and  are  doing, 
that  in  our  investigations  on  highway 
right-of-way  acquisition  and  disposition 
of  property  and  rights-of-way,  we  have 
been  shocked  at  the  inefficiency  and 
sheer  incompetence  with  which  this 
right-of-way  acquisition  matter  has  been 
handled  by  some  States. 

We  have  examples  of  where  bull¬ 
dozers  bulldozed  right  out  to  the  very 
property  of  citizens  and  the  inhabitants 
of  homes  who  had  no  idea  what  was  hap¬ 
pening.  They  had  never  up  to  that  time 
been  contacted  by  any  State  highway 
right-of-way  representative.  They  first 
learned  it  from  a  private  contractor, 
that  the  highway  was  going  to  go  across 
their  property. 

Let  me  read  to  you  some  of  the  testi¬ 
mony  that  is  typical  in  three  States 
that  we  were  in  Florida,  Massachusetts, 
and  now  West  Virginia.  This  is  the 
testimony  of  Mr.  Stanton  from  the  right- 
of-way  office  in  Florida.  He  was  asked 
how  much  time  he  required  for  the 
proper  acquisition  of  right-of-way  and 
disposiiton  of  the  properties  so  acquired. 
He  said  6  to  8  months.  He  was  asked, 
“Do  you  always  get  this  time?”  and  he 
said,  “Generally  we  do  not;  often  we 
have  to  do  it  under  a  ‘quick  taking,’ 
which  means  20  to  30  days’  grace  after 
they  are  paid  and  have  to  move  out.” 

People  get  a  court  order,  are  evicted 
with  a  partial  payment  and  made  to  shift 
for  themselves.  These  are  dislocated 
people,  dispossessed  people,  people  who 
should  be  given  an  opportunity  first  to 
negotiate  satisfactorily  for  a  fair  price 
for  their  property  and  then  an  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  get  resettled.  Here  is  what  Mr. 
Stanton  said.  He  said  if  they  could  get 
6  to  8  months  of  time  on  acquisition  of 
property  and  settlement  and  relocation, 
they  could  negotiate  a  settlement  in  ex¬ 
cess  of  80  percent  of  the  right-of-way 
acquisition  parcels. 

But  what  did  happen?  The  pressure 
was  on  to  get  construction  work  under¬ 
way  as  soon  as  possible.  On  16  Federal- 


interstate  projects  in  Florida  here  is 
what  happened:  798  parcels  were  not 
even  acquired  by  the  State  by  the  time 
the  contracts  were  already  awarded  to 
the  contractor  and  he  was  to  start  con¬ 
struction  within  60  days;  798  parcels  of 
property  had  not  even  been  acquired  by 
the  States;  545  of  these,  or  70  percent, 
became  subject  to  condemnation;  70  per¬ 
cent  of  these  people  were  in  condemna¬ 
tion  compelled  to  go  to  court  just  for  an 
opportunity  to  get  a  fair  price  for  their 
homes,  with  no  time  to  negotiate  in  ad¬ 
vance,  yet  dispossessed,  trying  to  get  re¬ 
located,  yet  tied  up  in  court  for  1  and 
even  over  2  years  to  get  compensation 
for  their  original  property. 

To  show  you  how  little  the  State  high¬ 
way  department  knew  about  what  was 
going  on,  let  alone  what  was  happening 
to  the  people  themselves,  the  State  high¬ 
way  department  did  not  even  know  how 
many  buildings  they  had  acquired  and 
now  owned  on  the  project.  They 
awarded  the  construction  contract  and 
turned  the  buildings  on  the  right-of-way 
over  to  the  contractor.  The  contractor 
sold  these  properties  to  a  subcontractor. 
The  subcontractor  sold  or  otherwise  dis¬ 
posed  of  the  buildings.  The  subcontrac¬ 
tors  made  money  on  the  disposal  of  the 
buildings,  and  the  construction  contrac¬ 
tor  got  paid  by  the  State,  in  which  Fed¬ 
eral  funds  were  involved,  for  the  oppor¬ 
tunity  of  selling  these  Federal-State - 
acquired  properties  for  hi$  own  profit. 

For  example,  on  one  project  State  rec¬ 
ords  showed  there  were  312  buildings, 
whereas  the  contractor’s  record  showed 
he  had  362  buildings — a  difference  of  50 
buildings.  On  another  project  the  State 
reported  they  had  234  buildings  and  on 
that  project  the  contractor  said  he  had 
263.  On  another  project  there  were  150 
buildings  listed  by  the  State  on  the  proj¬ 
ect  and  the  contractor  reported  he  found 
214.  Most  of  these  people  had  no  chance 
to  negotiate  for  their  property.  We 
found  a  pathetic  case  where  a  home 
owner  had  found  a  lot  elsewhere,  and 
merely  wanted  to  buy  his  home  back 
from  the  State;  but  it  was  too  late,  the 
contractor  already  had  sold  it  to  some¬ 
one  else. 

The  requirement  of  this  provision  that 
a  feasible  and  workable  method  be  sub¬ 
mitted  to  and  approved  by  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  is  no  different  from  many 
other  requirements  in  the  several  stages 
of  getting  a  highway  built.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce,  through  the  Federal 
Highway  Administrator,  has  to  approve 
route  location,  design,  specifications,  and 
other  factors.  This  one  step  is  no  im¬ 
position.  It  merely  protects  the  legiti¬ 
mate  and  proper  rights  of  thousands  of 
human  beings  who  are  going  to  be  dis¬ 
possessed  and  displaced  by  this  gigantic 
highway  program,  especially  where  it 
sweeps  across  in  broad  swaths  through 
heavily  populated  areas,  up-rooting  and 
dispossessing  then  in  the  interest  of  not 
only  a  freer  flow  of  traffic  and  commerce, 
but  insuring  the  personal  safety,  as  well 
of  convenience,  of  millions  of  automo¬ 
bile  travelers. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  support  of  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  make  sure  it 
is  clearly  understood — and  this  is  the 
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principal  reason  for  my  rising — that  the 
position  taken  by  the  gentleman  from 
California  [Mr.  Baldwin],  myself,  and 
others  who  have  spoken  on  our  side,  is 
that  the  States  rather  than  the  Federal 
Government  should  make  the  decision 
with  regard  to  the  fundamental  policies 
with  regard  to  relocation.  What  is  the 
amendment  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa  suggests,  now  that  the  pressure  is 
on,  he  might  accept  or  propose?  It  is 
a  smokescreen  amendment  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Oklahoma  has  suggested, 
because  it  does  not  do  one  single  thing. 
All  it  does  is  lift  the  language  of  subsec¬ 
tion  (c)  that  relates  only  to  the  payment 
of  relocation  payments  by  the  State  and 
apply  that  to  subsection  (b) .  It  does 
not  have  any  effect  whatsoever  on  the 
Secretary’s  determining  what  a  feasible 
method  is,  absolutely  none  whatsoever. 
The  amendment  of  the  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  says  one  or  more  feasible 
methods,  if  it  is  provided  that  the  State 
shall  make  relocation  payments. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  No,  it  does  not 
say  what  the  gentleman  said  it  says. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  It  said  it  is  keyed  to 
the  relocation  payments. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  It  says  one  or 
more  feasible  methods  do  not  include 
relocation  payments. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Right,  exactly. 
Therefore,  only  relocation  payments  are 
excluded  from  determining  what  is  fea¬ 
sible  method  is.  But  what  does  it  mean? 
Everything  the  gentleman  from  Ohio 
talked  about  with  regard  to  the  require¬ 
ments,  that  the  housing  will  be  provided 
in  areas  not  generally  less  desirable,  that 
it  will  be  at  least  as  equally  available  to 
public  utilities,  commercial  facilities, 
schools,  and  so  forth,  at  rents  or  prices 
within  the  financial  means  of  the  fam¬ 
ilies  displaced  by  acquisition  or  clearance 
of  such  rights-of-way — decent,  sanitary 
dwellings  adequate  in  number  to  ac¬ 
commodate  such  displaced  families  and 
reasonably  accessible  to  places  of  em¬ 
ployment. 

All  of  this  will  continue  to  be  decided 
by  the  Secretary.  This  has  nothing  to 
do  with  the  relocation  cost  that  the  gen¬ 
tleman  is  excluding. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  First,  may 
I  inquire:  Is  the  language  you  read  in 
the  bill? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  That  is  what  I  believe 
the  Secretary  will  set  as  standards  be¬ 
cause  it  has  been  set  in  other  similar 
situations.  There  is  no  question  but 
what  the  Secretary  would  have  the  power 
to  so  decide,  and  that  is  what  disturbs  us. 
He  would  have  the  power  to  do  so.  We 
do  not  think  we  should  give  him  that 
much  power.  The  States  should  make 
this  decision.  That  is  what  the  issue  is : 
Should  the  State  make  the  decision  or 
should  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  make 
the  decision?  The  gentleman  from 
Oklahoma  said  that  this  may  mean  a 
vote  of  no  confidence  in  the  Secretary. 
That  is  not  the  point  at  all.  Nobody  is 
suggesting  no  confidence. 

The  point  is  that  by  not  adopting  the 
Baldwin  amendment,  it  is  a  vote  of  no 


confidence  in  our  State  officials  who  have 
traditionally,  according  to  the  provisions 
of  the  basic  act  itself,  been  the  agency 
to  administer  this  program.  The  only 
reason  the  highway  program  in  this 
country  has  had  the  success  it  has  had  is 
because  it  has  been  a  partnership  pro¬ 
gram  with  the  States  determining  the 
administration  and  the  policy  and  not 
the  Federal  Government.  And  those  of 
us  on  the  committee  who  have  fought 
this  issue  time  after  time  think  that 
here  is  another  instance  to  keep  the 
Federal  Government  from  telling  the 
States  what  they  should  do  with  regard 
to  the  administration  of  the  program, 
and  I  cannot  think  of  how  we  could  go 
further  into  the  area  of  Federal  dictation 
than  to  have  the  Federal  Government 
tell  us,  the  States,  what  the  States  should 
do  with  regard  to  relocation  even  if  you 
exclude  payments. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  The  an¬ 
swer  to  my  question  is  “No”;  is  that  not 
right? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  The  answer  to  your 
question  is  found  in  the  minority  views. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  What  you 
read  is  not  in  the  bill,  is  it? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  The  answer  to  your 
question  is  found  in  the  minority  views 
as  to  what  the  Secretary  can  determine 
with  regard  to  the  requirements  and  I 
will  point  it  out  to  the  gentleman. 

Mr.  ROGERS  of  Colorado.  Cannot  the 
gentleman  answer  the  question  directly 
and  say  yes  or  no,  whether  it  is  in  the 
bill? 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Page  59  of  the  mi¬ 
nority  report  shows  what  can  be 
required. 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  offer  a 
preferential  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Mr.  Pellt  moves  that  the  Committee  do 
now  rise  and  report  the  bill  hack  to  the 
House  with  the  recommendation  that  the 
enacting  clause  be  stricken. 

Mr.  PELLY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
support  of  the  Baldwin  amendment  to 
H.R.  12135,  the  Federal-aid  Highway  Act 
of  1962.  In  this  connection  I  desire  to 
read  into  the  Record  a  telegram  dated 
July  17,  1962,  from  W.  A.  Bugge  direc¬ 
tor  of  highways  of  the  State  of  Wash¬ 
ington.  It  reads: 

In  support  of  the  Baldwin  amendment 
to  H.R.  12135,  suggest  the  following  as 
amendment  to  the  bill:  On  page  3,  line 
24,  strike  the  words  “There  exists  one  or’’ 
and  on  page  4,  lines  1  and  2,  strike  the 
words  “more  feasible  methods,  including 
relocation  advisory  assistance,"  and  replaoe 
the  above  stricken  words  with  the  follow¬ 
ing:  “relocation  advisory  assistance  shall  be 
provided.” 

Mr.  Bugge’s  suggested  language  is  the 
Baldwin  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  as  has  been  pointed 
up  by  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Baldwin],  subsection  (b)  of  section 
3  of  the  bill  as  reported  by  the  Commit¬ 
tee  on  Public  Works  would  give  un¬ 
precedented  power  to  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce.  It  would  give  him  sole  au¬ 
thority  to  determine  whether  each 


State’s  method  for  relocation  of  families 
on  highway  rights-of-way  is  satisfactory 
to  him.  Many  State  highway  directors 
such  as  Mr.  Bugge  object  to  undue  Fed¬ 
eral  control  and  I  may  add  that  in  my 
State  great  public  dissatisfaction  has 
been  experienced  in  the  relocating  of 
homeowners  who  have  been  dispossessed 
as  a  result  of  the  highway  program.  The 
public,  in  my  opinion,  can  be  better 
served  if  decisions  as  to  method  are  left 
up  to  State  government  and  local  au¬ 
thority  where  their  voices  or  protests  can 
be  better  heard.  I  oppose  more  concen¬ 
tration  and  centralization  of  Govern¬ 
ment  authority  here  in  Washington,  D.C. 

Under  the  bill  as  reported  there  is  no 
definition  as  to  what  would  constitute  a 
“feasible  method”  for  relocation.  The 
Baldwin  amendment  would  modify  sub¬ 
section  3  and  require  State  highway  de¬ 
partments  to  give  relocation  advisory  as¬ 
sistance.  This  would  protect  the  States 
and  avoid  arbitrary  Federal  action  as 
to  the  method  used. 

I  hope  the  Balwdin  amendment  is 
adopted. 

Mr.  MOSS.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in 
opposition  to  the  preferential  motion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise  in  opposition  to 
the  amendment  of  my  good  friend  and 
colleague,  the  gentleman  from  California 
[Mr.  Baldwin].  I  want  to  make  it  clear 
that  I  regard  my  role  in  this  body  as  a 
representative  of  the  people  of  the  Third 
District  of  California  and  not  as  a  rep¬ 
resentative  of  the  State  of  California.  I 
am  concerned  with  the  rights  of  the  peo¬ 
ple  I  represent.  I  feel  that  I  have  a 
responsibility,  a  solemn  obligation  to 
take  cognizance  of  the  rights  of  those 
people. 

The  language  proposed  to  be  stricken 
from  this  bill  is  the  minimum  recogni¬ 
tion  of  their  rights.  The  fact  that  in 
these  vast  highway  programs  where  peo¬ 
ple  are  summarily  dispossessed  of  their 
homes,  their  farms,  and  their  businesses 
there  should  be  given  some  conscious 
consideration  and  feasible  method  of  re¬ 
locating.  I  think  for  us  to  do  less  than 
to  grant  that  recognition  of  their  rights 
is  an  abandonment  of  our  responsibility. 

I  have  heard  it  said  that  the  American 
Automobile  Association  supports  the  gen¬ 
tleman’s  amendment.  Let  me  say  as  a 
member  of  that  association  that  I  have 
not  been  polled  and  I  know  not  one  soul 
who  has  been  polled,  to  determine 
whether  or  not  they  should  speak  for  me. 
I  conferred  it  no  such  right  when  I 
joined  the  organization. 

My  State  is  in  support  of  the  bill  as 
it  came  from  the  committee.  My  good 
constituent,  the  State  highway  engineer 
of  California,  is  not  in  opposition.  His 
appearance  before  the  committee  was 
under  another  hat  as  a  member  of  the 
National  Association  of  Highway  Engi¬ 
neers. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  MOSS.  Certinly  I  would  be  very 
happy  to  yield  to  my  colleague. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  The  gentleman  heard 
the  statement  he  made  on  page  99  of 
the  hearings  which  I  read  where  he  said  : 

We  believe  that  it  would  be  the  means  of 
introducing  controversy,  delay,  and  political 
pressures  into  the  program  to  the  point  that 
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it  could  effectively  stop  the  highway  pro¬ 
gram  in  certain  areas. 

Mr.  MOSS.  I  do  not  disagree  that 
he  made  the  statement,  but  he  made  it 
as  the  chairman  of  the  National  Asso¬ 
ciation  of  Highway  Engineers.  Speak¬ 
ing  as  the  engineer  of  the  State  of  Cali¬ 
fornia  he  is  in  support  of  the  bill  as  it 
came  from  the  committee.  But  let  me 
say  that  if  he  were  in  opposition  to  the 
bill,  having  experienced  a  number  of  re¬ 
locations  in  my  own  district  and  seeing 
in  some  situations  the  almost  pompous 
disregard  for  people  and  their  rights 
that  I  would  not  be  persuaded  to  follow 
him.  That  is  my  responsibility,  not  his. 
He  is  not  in  office  by  the  vote  of  one 
single  individual,  but  I  am  here  by  the 
overwhelming  majority  vote  of  a  district 
of  some  700,000  people,  and  I  feel  I  have 
greater  responsibility  than  he  has. 

I  sincerely  hope  that  this  body  will 
take  cognizance  of  the  rights  of  those 
really  in  focus  here,  the  rights  of  the 
people  involved  in  the  relocations  and 
vote  against  the  amendment  of  Mr. 
Baldwin. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  preferential  motion. 

The  motion  was  rejected. 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  I  rise  in  support  of  the  amendment. 

(Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  revise  and  ex¬ 
tend  his  remarks.) 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  Mr.  Chair¬ 
man,  first  I  want  to  say  that  I  am  for 
the  bill,  but  I  feel  that  this  amendment 
should  be  adopted.  It  is  not  that  I  do 
not  have  confidence  in  the  committee, 
and  I  certainly  do  disagree  with  the 
statement  of  the  gentleman  from  Okla¬ 
homa  that  a  vote  against  the  amend¬ 
ment  would  be  an  expression  of  no  con¬ 
fidence  in  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
and  the  Administrator  of  the  road  pro¬ 
gram. 

I  think  that  this  question  of  feasi¬ 
bility  should  be  determined  by  the  local 
representatives  and  certainly  no  higher 
than  the  State  level.  While  I  do  not 
attempt  to  appear  here  as  an  expert,  I 
have  had  the  responsibility  of  serving 
for  3  years  as  chairman  of  the  State 
Highway  Commission  of  the  State  of 
Missouri,  and  am  somewhat  familiar 
with  condemnation  proceedings  and  pro¬ 
grams  of  rights-of-way  acquisition.  I 
think  we  should  recognize  that  the 
States  does  have  a  responsibility  to  the 
residents  of  that  State,  and  certainly 
they  have  all  due  recourse. 

The  thing  that  worries  me  is  giving 
any  Federal  agency  authority  that  can 
be  exercised  by  the  States,  and  we  are 
making  a  mistake. 

I  recall  just  a  few  years  ago  the  ex¬ 
perience  we  had  with  the  Department 
of  Labor  when  they  were  setting  up 
standards  for  housing  for  migratory  la¬ 
bor.  A  representative  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Labor  came  before  our  commit¬ 
tee  with  his  specifications  as  to  what 
would  constitute  adequate  housing.  Be¬ 
fore  he  left  the  room  we  laughed  him 
out  of  the  committee  because  the  fra¬ 
ternity  house  in  which  I  lived  for  3 
years  while  I  was  attending  the  Univer¬ 
sity  of  Missouri  would  not  have  met  the 


standards  for  migratory  labor  as  laid 
down  by  the  Department  of  Labor. 

It  is  not  a  question  of  having  confi¬ 
dence  in  the  Secretary  of  Commerce; 
it  is  a  question  of  what  will  happen  to 
the  bureaucrats  who  will  get  into  this 
program  and  who  will  try  to  make  a 
determination  of  what  is  feasible?  I 
want  to  leave  everything  we  can  to  the 
State  highway  department. 

I  have  here  copy  of  a  letter  from  the 
chief  engineer  of  the  State  highway  de¬ 
partment.  I  have  also  a  telegram  that 
he  sent  to  the  executive  secretary  of 
the  American  Association  of.  State 
Highway  Officials,  and  I  shall  ask  in  the 
House  that  these  telegrams  and  the  let¬ 
ter  appear  as  a  part  of  my  remarks. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Inasmuch  as  the 
request  for  this  section  originated  with 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and  the  first 
testimony  was  from  his  Administrator 
of  Highways,  would  not  the  gentleman 
say  it  would  be  a  lack  of  confidence  in 
him  if  we  did  not  go  along  with  him? 

Mr.  JONES  of  Missouri.  No;  I  would 
not  say  that.  It  is  possible  they  have 
not  had  their  attention  called  to  the  fact 
they  are  not  going  to  be  the  perpetual 
administrators  of  this  program.  We 
must  not  vote  on  a  matter  on  what  we 
think  about  the  personality  who  is  going 
to  administer  the  law.  We  have  to  think 
about  the  principle  involved  in  the  law. 

I  believe  in  States  rights,  and  I  do 
not  want  to  give  to  the  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  or  any  agency  of  the  Federal 
Government  responsibilities  that  can  be 
administered  and  which  have  in  the 
past,  in  my  opinion,  been  adequately  ad¬ 
ministered.  I  know  that  Missouri  has 
had  as  splendid  a  record  as  any  State 
in  the  Union.  I  know  that  in  the  relo¬ 
cation,  in  the  acquiring  of  rights-of- 
way,  and  things  like  that,  they  have  ac¬ 
cepted  that  responsibility. 

The  gentleman  from  California  and 
others  have  told  us  about  the  great  in¬ 
justice  that  has  been  done  to  people  who 
have  been  moved  and  who  have  not  been 
adequately  relocated.  Those  people  have 
an  adequate  recourse  in  their  States.  If 
they  want  to  express  their  displeasure, 
they  can  do  so  through  the  various  State 
officials. 

Again  I  want  to  say  that  this  is  not 
a  question  of  lack  of  confidence,  it  is  a 
question  of  whether  you  want  to  give  to 
a  Federal  bureaucracy  a  responsibility 
that  should  be,  and  could  be,  and  is  now 
being  exercised  by  a  State  department. 

Missouri  State 
Highway  Commission, 
Jefferson  City,  Mo.,  July  16,  1962. 
Hon.  Paul  C.  Jones, 

U.S.  Congressman,  House  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Congressman  Jones:  It  is  our  un¬ 
derstanding  that  the  highway  bill.  House 
bill  12135,  has  received  a  2-hour  open  rule 
lor  floor  debate  Wednesday,  July  18. 

The  enclosed  copy  of  a  telegram  to  the 
American  Association  of  State  Highway  Offi¬ 
cials  expresses  the  opinion  of  the  Missouri 
State  Highway  Commission  members  and  the 
department  personnel. 


July  18 

Your  support  and  assistance  for  the  Mis¬ 
souri  Highway  Commission’s  recommenda¬ 
tion  for  deletion  of  paragraph  (b)  contained 
in  lines  21  to  24,  inclusive,  on  page  3,  and 
lines  1  to  4,  inclusive,  on  page  4  (all  pertain¬ 
ing  to  relocation  assistance)  of  H.R.  12135 
will  be  sincerely  appreciated. 

Yours  very  respectfully, 

J.  J.  Corbett, 

Chief  Engineer. 


Missouri  State 
Highway  Commission, 

July  15,  1962. 

Mr.  A.  E.  Johnson, 

Executive  Secretary,  American  Association  of 
State  Highway  Officials,  Washington, 
D.C.: 

With  exception  of  paragraph  (b)  section 
133  “Relocation  Assistance”  we  consider 
H.R.  12135  eminently  satisfactory.  Ob¬ 
jection  to  paragraph  (b)  is  predicated  on 
the  delay  its  application  would  cause  the 
highway  program  coupled  with  resulting  in¬ 
creased  project  costs.  Apparently  fulfill¬ 
ment  of  requirements  Of  paragraph  (b) 
would  necessitate  a  listing  of  all  land  and 
improvements  in  one  or  more  areas  before 
acquisition  of  any  right-of-way  for  a  proj¬ 
ect.  The  time  lapse  between  said  listing  of 
available  lands  and  dwellings  and  actual 
negotiations  with  the  owners  of  desired 
rights-of-way  could  quite  likely  result  in 
misleading  representation  due  to  changes 
in  availability  status  attributable  to 
changed  ownerships  or  usances  in  the  in¬ 
terim.  Anticipated  cost  increase  would  stem 
from  need  for  additional  personnel  or  agency 
to  serve  the  proposed  function.  Apparently 
vacant  lands  could  not  be  obtained  as  right- 
of-way  until  availability  of  relocation  sites 
is  established  for  all  tenants  and  owners 
within  the  proposed  right-of-way  for  the 
entire  project.  This  could  generate  in¬ 
creased  right-of-way  cost  if  presently  vacant 
lands  or  dwellings  are  improved  during  the 
time  required  for  approval  of  acquisition  of 
right-of-way.  The  Missouri  Highway  Com¬ 
mission  and  department  recommends  ac¬ 
quisition  of  rights-of-way  sufficiently  in  ad¬ 
vance  of  actual  highway  construction  to 
provide  ample  time  for  tenants  and  owners 
to  find  relocation  sites.  This  procedure  has 
been  generally  satisfactory  in  Missouri  and 
it  does  not  compete  with  established  hous¬ 
ing  agencies  or  realtors.  Reiterate  that  all 
of  H.R.  12135  except  paragraph  (b)  of  pro¬ 
posed  section  133  is  entirely  satisfactory. 

J.  J.  Corbett, 

Chief  Engineer. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  California  [Mr.  Baldwin]. 

Mr.  HARVEY  of  Michigan.  Mr. 
Chairman,  the  commissioner  of  State 
highways  in  Michigan  recognizes  the 
merits  of  the  Baldwin  amendment  de¬ 
spite  the  position  taken  by  the  Com¬ 
merce  Department  and  the  committee 
majority.  I  might  point  out  that  Mr. 
Mackie  is  an  elected  official  of  a  Demo¬ 
crat  administration  in  the  State  of 
Michigan.  I  submit  herewith  his  tele¬ 
gram  in  support  of  the  Baldwin  amend¬ 
ment: 

Lansing,  Mich.,  July  16.  1962. 
The  Honorable  James  Harvey, 

House  Office  Building, 

Washington,  D.C.: 

I  am  informed  by  American  Association 
of  State  Highway  Officials  in  Washington 
that  Congressman  Baldwin,  of  California, 
intends  to  offer  amendment  opposing  sec¬ 
tion  3  of  H.R.  12135,  relating  to  handling 
of  persons  and  businesses  needing  reloca¬ 
tion  in  highway  programs. 


1962 
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Respectfully  request  your  support  for 
Baldwin  amendment  if  such  is  made. 

John  C.  Mackie, 

Commissioner,  Michigan  State  High¬ 
way  Department. 

The  question  was  taken;  and  on  a  di¬ 
vision  (demanded  by  Mr.  Baldwin) 
there  were — ayes  156,  noes  101. 

So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  of¬ 
fer  an  amendment. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Robison:  On 
page  10,  after  line  10,  insert 

“reimbursement  for  certain  highways 

“Sec.  10.  Section  114  of  the  Federal-Aid 
Highway  Act  of  1956  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows: 

“‘Sec.  114.  Congressional  Policy  With  Re¬ 
spect  to  Reimbursement  With 
Respect  to  Certain  Highways. 

"‘(a)  It  is  hereby  declared  to' be  the  in¬ 
tent  and  policy  of  Congress  to  equitably  re¬ 
imburse  each  State  for  the  Federal  share 
of  the  depreciated  cost  of  every  portion  of 
any  toll  or  free  highway,  bridge,  or  tunnel 
within  such  State  which  is  a  part  of  the 
National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense 
Highways,  the  construction  of  which  was 
completed  after  August  2,  1947,  and  before 
June  29,  1956,  or  which,  on  June  29,  1956, 
was  either  in  actual  use,  or  under  construc¬ 
tion  by  contract,  for  completion,  awarded 
not  later  than  June  30,  1957.  The  Federal 
share  so  reimbursed  shall  be  the  percentage 
established  in  accordance  with  section  120 
(c)  and  (d)  of  title  23  of  the  United  States 
Code,  computed  in  accordance  with  House 
Document  301,  Eighty-fifth  Congress,  minus 
(1)  all  other  Federal  expenditures  made  on 
account  of  such  highway,  bridge,  or  tunnel 
and  (2)  any  construction  costs  not  eligible 
for  Federal  financial  assistance  under  title 
23  of  the  United  States  Code. 

“  ‘(b)  Congress  hereby  declares  that  it  will 
establish  the  time,  method,  amount,  condi¬ 
tions,  and  financing  of  such  reimbursements 
in  such  a  way  as  to  result  in  such  reim¬ 
bursements  being  fully  accomplished  as  soon 
as  possible  after  substantial  completion  of 
construction  of  the  National  System  of  In¬ 
terstate  and  Defense  Highways  as  designated 
on  July  1,  1962’.’’ 

On  page  10,  line  12,  strike  out  “10”  and 
insert  in  lieu  thereof  “11”. 

(Mr.  ROBISON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  ROBISON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  note 
that  we  have  a  considerably  larger  au¬ 
dience  here,  now,  than  we  did  during  the 
debate  on  this  bill  when  the  subject  mat¬ 
ter  of  this  amendment  was  considered 
or,  at  least,  discussed  at  some  extent. 

This  amendment,  Mr.  Chairman, 
would  merely  seek  to  establish,  actually 
to  reestablish  insofar  as  this  House  is 
concerned,  the  principle  of  reimburse¬ 
ment  as  a  matter  of  congressional  policy 
and  intent  to  those  States  which  have 
contributed  mileage  to  the  Interstate 
System,  mileage  which  they  constructed 
without  benefit  of  90-percent  Federal 
assistance. 

This  situation  briefly  arose  in  this 
fashion  going  through  it  once  again: 
Between  August  2,  1947,  on  which  date 
the  Interstate  System  network  was 
officially  designated  and  the  beginning  of 
construction  of  that  system,  with  90-10 
Federal-aid  money  pursuant  to  the 
Highway  Act  of  1956,  considerable  inter¬ 
state  mileage  was  constructed  by  the 


more  progressive  States  of  our  Nation, 
States  which  did  not  and  could  not  wait 
for  congressional  favors.  For  instance, 
in  New  York  State  alone  our  500-mile- 
plus  thruway  was  constructed  without 
benefit  of  any  Federal  assistance,  and 
that  thruway  has  since  been  incorpo¬ 
rated  into  the  Interstate  System,  and  all 
we  have  to  show  for  it  in  New  York  State 
are  some  beautiful  signs  designating  it 
as  being  an  interstate  highway. 

All  States  are  similar  losers  in  some 
degree,  and  for  any  Member  who  may 
be  interested  a  table  showing  such  lost 
mileage  is  set  forth  on  page  12875  of 
yesterday’s  Congressional  Record. 

Mr.  Chairman,  when  the  1956  act  was 
first  considered  by  our  Committee  on 
Public  Works,  that  committee  took  cog¬ 
nizance  of  the  fact  that  an  inequitable 
situation  was  being  created.  Further 
than  that,  it  recognized  the  fairness  of, 
in  some  manner  reimbursing  those  States 
for  such  contributed  mileage.  Thus, 
when  the  1956  bill  was  reported  to  the 
House  there  was  included  a  section,  and 
the  bill  was  passed  by  the  House  includ¬ 
ing  that  section,  declaring  it  to  be  the 
intent  and  policy  ol*  the  Congress,  just 
as  my  amendment  would  seek  to  once 
again  declare,  to  make  such  reimburse¬ 
ment  in  such  manner  and  at  such  time 
as  Congress  might  thereafter  determine. 

Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROBISON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  BECKER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would 
like  to  join  my  colleague  in  support  of 
his  amendment.  I  would  further  like  to 
observe  that  ever  since  the  Interstate 
Highway  System  came  into  being  we 
have  had  bills  introduced  for  years  for 
the  purpose  of  accomplishing  this  result. 
Mr.  Chairman,  I  firmly  believe  in  and  I 
am  in  accord  with  the  gentleman’s  state¬ 
ment  and  hope  that  Congress  writes  it 
into  law  today. 

Mr.  OS'l’ERTAG.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROBISON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

(Mr.  OSTERTAG  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  OSTERTAG.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  amendment  offered 
by  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Robison]  .  It  seems  to  me  that  the  time 
has  long  since  passed  when  the  policy 
and  intent  of  the  Congress  in  the  matter 
of  reimbursement  to  the  States  of  the 
Union  for  their  contribution  to  the  In¬ 
terstate  Highway  System.  This  issue 
has  been  under  consideration  for  a  num¬ 
ber  for  years  and  the  House  has  deemed 
it  proper  and  wise  to  make  such  pro¬ 
visions  in  the  Highway  Act.  I  believe 
we  owe  it  to  ourselves  to  include  in  the 
bill  before  us  today,  some  measure  of 
expression  which  will  ultimately  bring 
this  inequitable  situation  to  the  point  of 
responsible  action  on  the  part  of  the 
Federal  Government.  To  fail  in  this 
matter,  we  are  in  substance  penalizing 
the  States  that  accepted  responsibility 
in  this  essential  development.  I  have  my 
own  State  of  New  York  in  mind  which 
has  already  built  some  600  miles  along 
these  routes,  including  the  New  York 


State  thruway.  Although  these  roads 
are  a  part  of  the  Interstate  System,  not 
1  cent  of  reimbursement  has  been  forth¬ 
coming.  Yet  at  the  same  time,  New 
York  is  paying  a  substantial  share  of  the 
cost  of  the  system  and  program  through¬ 
out  the  Nation.  It  is  grossly  inequitable 
and  unfair.  This  amendment  in  no  way 
is  intended  to  retard  or  take  from  any 
part  of  the  program.  It  simply  estab¬ 
lishes  the  policy  and  intent  to  recognize 
this  obligation  and  provides  for  any 
orderly  means  to  meet  this  problem  and 
situation.  I  hope  that  the  House  will 
accept  this  amendment  and  that  it  will 
prevail  in  conference. 

Mr.  PILLION.  Mr.  Chairman,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROBISON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  PILLION.  I  would  like  to  state 
my  concurrence  in  the  amendment 
which  has  been  offered  by  the  gentleman 
from  New  York  [Mr.  Robison].  It  is 
most  equitable  and  it  is  long  overdue. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  Mr.  Chairman, 
will  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROBISON.  Yes,  I  yield  to  the 
gentleman  from  Oklahoma. 

Mr.  EDMONDSON.  I  would  like  to 
say  also  that  I  concur  with  the  gentle¬ 
man  in  his  feeling  that  this  amendment 
would  be  desirable,  but  as  something  of 
an  authority  now  on  what  is  likely  to  be 
adopted,  I  am  afraid  the  gentleman  has 
picked  a  bad  time  to  offer  it. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  add  further  to 
the  story  and  the  history  behind  this 
particular  matter.  When  this  bill  was 
passed  by  the  House  and  got  to  the  other 
body,  the  section  declaring  it  to  be  con¬ 
gressional  intent  and  policy  to  provide 
for  reimbursement  was  deleted  on  the 
basis,  as  much  as  anything,  so  far  as  I 
can  find  out,  that  at  that  time  there  was 
not  sufficient  information  available  as  to 
what  mileage  would  be  eligible  for  re¬ 
imbursement  and  so  on.  All  of  that 
data  has  since  been  provided.  We  have 
all  the  information  we  need.  But  the 
stumbling  block,  apparently,  for  any 
subsequent  action  has  been  the  high  cost 
of  reimbursement,  a  cost  which  would 
run  somewhere  in  the  neighborhood  of 
$4.3  billion. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  recognize  that  is  a 
problem,  but  this  body  should  once  again 
reestablish  that  principle  of  reimburse¬ 
ment  and  then  move  on  from  there  to 
take  the  necessary  steps,  including,  if 
necessary,  an  extension  of  the  trust  fund 
program  in  order  to  provide  for  eventual 
reimbursement. 

Mr.  PILLION.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  ROBISON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York. 

Mr.  PILLION.  The  gentleman’s  pro¬ 
posal  contemplates  that  the  present 
Interstate  System  and  schedule  of 
construction  will  continue  as  is  and  the 
gentleman’s  proposal  would  become 
effective  only  after  the  present  highway 
construction  program  is  concluded? 

Mr.  ROBISON.  Not  exactly,  although 
under  this  proposal  the  construction  of 
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the  balance  of  the  41,000-mile  network 
would  not  be  impeded  or  delayed.  Pay¬ 
ment  of  reimbursement  under  this 
amendment  would  begin  as  soon  as  pos¬ 
sible.  We  have  always  understood  that 
toward  the  end  of  the  trust  fund  there 
might  be  surplus  moneys  available  for 
this  purpose.  I  think,  although  this  is 
a  modest  start  in  righting  a  long -exist¬ 
ing  wrong,  it  is  a  responsible  approach. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  rise 
in  opposition  to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  committee  time  and 
time  again  in  discussing  the  problem 
of  the  gentleman  from  New  York  [Mr. 
Robison]  has  concluded  that  something 
will  and  should  be  done  in  regard  to 
mileage  on  the  Interstate  System  that 
was  incorporated  into  toll  roads.  Now, 
of  course,  the  cost  of  the  gentleman’s 
amendment  is  not  known  at  the  present 
time  because  of  not  only  the  toll  roads 
that  have  been  built  in  the  Interstate 
System,  but  toll  roads  being  built  now 
in  the  Interstate  System. 

Mr.  Chairman,  this  matter  was  con¬ 
sidered  by  our  committee  just  about  3 
weeks  ago  and  the  committee  agreed  that 
it  should  be  held  in  abeyance  for  an¬ 
other  time.  But,  certainly,  the  commit¬ 
tee  agreed  that  it  has  merit  and  should 
be  further  discussed. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  oppose  the  amend¬ 
ment. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  amendment.  I 
would  like  to  emphasize  first  of  all  that 
this  amendment  does  not  provide  for 
immediate  reimbursement.  It  provides 
reimbursement  will  come  after  the  regu¬ 
lar  Federal  interstate  building  of  the 
roads  is  completed,  when  it  will  not 
interefere  in  any  way  with  construction 
presently  allocated. 

I  should  also  like  to  emphasize  that 
this  is  not  a  New  York  or  a  big-State 
amendment.  The  State  of  Kentucky 
would  get  $30  million  reimbursement  for 
highways  that  they  constructed  on  the 
interstate  route.  The  State  of  Georgia 
would  get  $37.5  million;  the  State  of 
Pennsylvania,  $287  million;  Texas,  $160 
million;  Kansas,  $88  million  and  In¬ 
diana,  $147  million.  On  page  12,875  of 
the  Congressional  Record  yesterday  Mr. 
Robison  placed  a  full  table  showing  the 
amount  each  State  has  at  stake  in  this 
Matter.  Many,  many  States  between 
1947  and  1956  met  their  responsibilities 
to  go  ahead  and  construct  highways  even 
though  we  did  not  as  yet  have  a  Fed¬ 
eral  Interstate  Highway  System.  Having 
constructed  those  highways,  when  the 
1956  act  became  law  they  were  not  given 
any  credit  for  it.  They  received  no  Fed¬ 
eral  funds  in  the  90-10  program  for  the 
highways  that  had  already  been  con¬ 
structed  by  the  States  along  the  Federal 
Interstate  Highway  System. 

I  appreciate  very  much  the  assurances 
of  the  gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Fallon]  that  something  should  be  done 
and  something  will  be  done  and  has 
to  be  done,  and  the  other  statements 
that  he  has  made  today.  But  I  hope 
that  we  can  adopt  this  amendment  now 
so  that  we  'will  have  as  a  statement  from 
this  body  today  that  we  accept  the  fact 
that  there  should  be  some  recognition 
given  to  these  States  that  have  carried 


their  own  responsibilities  prior  to  the 
Federal  program. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Chairman,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  GOODELL.  I  yield. 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  might  say  that  the 
gentleman  is  talking  about  something 
that  is  going  to  come  after  1971  and  he 
wants  this  body  to  give  an  expression 
of  what  is  going  to  happen  then. 

The  people  who  really  suffered  under 
the  Inter-state  System  program  were  the 
people  who  built  the  free  roads  up  to 
standard  before  the  1956  act.  They 
are  the  people  who  borrowed  money  and 
paid  interest  on  it  and  built  the  roads 
with  State  funds,  without  Federal  Gov¬ 
ernment  help,  and  nothing  is  coming 
back  with  which  to  retire  the  bonds  or 
pay  the  interest ;  whereas  the  people  who 
built  the  toll  roads  have  been  collecting 
tolls  on  these  roads  and  amortizing  them, 
and  paying  interest  and  maintenance 
from  those  tolls.  The  people  who  built 
the  free  roads  have  to  wait,  too. 

Mr.  GOODELL.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
agree  wtih  the  gentleman  that  the  peo¬ 
ple  who  built  the  free  roads  have  suf¬ 
fered  even  more  tfian  those  who  built 
the  toll  roads.  But  the  surveys  in  the 
State  of  New  York  indicate  that  about 
80  percent  of  the  traffic  is  New  York 
State  traffic  on  the  thruway.  In  any 
event,  I  hope  that  those  who  built  the 
free  roads,  as  well  as  those  who  built 
the  toll  roads  will  eventually  be  reim¬ 
bursed.  The  gentleman  says  that  the 
amendment  would  not  take  effect  until 
1971.  The  difficulty  is  that  ever  since 
1956  we  have  had  attempts  to  get  an  ex¬ 
pression  from  the  Congress  that  it  in¬ 
tends  to  do  something  about  this.  If  we 
wait  until  1971  I  am  afraid  there  just 
will  be  nothing  done.  That  is  the  rea¬ 
son  we  keep  on  coming  back  and  saying, 
“All  right,  study  it;  tell  us  how  to  do  it 
in  1971.  Allot  us  extra  Federal-inter¬ 
state  highway  mileage  if  you  have  to. 
Use  your  own  method.  But  let  us  recog¬ 
nize  today  this  obligation  of  the  Congress 
and  meet  this  obligation  to  the  States 
that  have  gone  ahead  and  met  their  own 
responsibilities .’  ’ 

Mr.  STRATTON.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
rise  in  support  of  the  amendment  of¬ 
fered  by  my  colleague  from  New  York 
[Mr.  Robison]  .  New  York  State  deserves 
to  have  refunded  the  money  we  spent  in 
good  faith  on  our  thruway  as  a  contribu-  - 
tion  to  the  Federal  Interstate  Highway 
program,  before  the  Federal  program  was 
established.  As  the  program  now  stands. 
New  York  State  is  actually  being  penal¬ 
ized  for  our  initiative  in  constructing 
these  500  miles  of  interstate  highway. 
Adoption  of  the  amendment  would  make 
it  possible  for  New  York  State  to  obtain 
funds  to  which  we  are  entitled  which 
will  enable  us  to  undertake  substantial 
improvements  in  our  own  State  high¬ 
way  system. 

I  therefore  urge  the  adoption  of  the 
amendment. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment  offered  by  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  New  York  [Mr.  Robison]  . 

The  amendment  was  rejected. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  move 
to  strike  out  the  last  word. 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  take  this  time  for  the 
sole  purpose  of  saying  a  few  words  about 
the  gentleman  from  whom  you  have 
heard  a  number  of  times  on  this  bill,  the 
gentleman  from  Ohio,  our  distinguished 
and  beloved  colleague,  Gordon  Scherer, 
who  is  an  acknowledged  authority  on 
highway  matters  throughout  the  entire 
United  States,  if  not  throughout  the 
world,  having  attended  a  number  of  in¬ 
ternational  conferences  on  highway  mat¬ 
ters. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  a  great  deal  of 
respect  for  my  distinguished  colleague 
from  Ohio,  not  only  because  of  his  work 
on  the  Highways  Subcommittee,  the 
Highway  Investigating  Subcommittee,  on 
both  of  which  he  is  the  ranking  minority 
member,  and  also  on  the  Public  Works 
Committee  itself ;  but,  in  addition  to 
that,  I  respect  his  judgment,  his  ability, 
and  the  tremendous  amount  of  work  he 
has  done  as  the  ranking  member  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Un-American  Ac¬ 
tivities. 

I  think  I  would  be  remiss,  knowing  the 
great  service  he  has  rendered  to  his  coun¬ 
try,  if  I  did  not  take  this  opportunity, 
realizing  that  possibly  this  will  be  the 
last  time  he  may  speak  on  the  floor  of 
this  House,  to  pay  tribute  to  a  great 
American  whom  I,  for  one,  hate  to  see 
leave  these  hallowed  Halls,  Gordon 
Scherer,  of  Ohio. 

The  CHAIRMAN.  Under  the  rule,  the 
Committee  rises. 

Accordingly,  the  Committee  rose;  and 
the  Speaker  having  resumed  the  chair, 
Mr.  Smith  of  Iowa,  Chairman  of  the 
Committee  of  the  Whole  House  on  the 
State  of  the  Union,  reported  that  that 
Committee  having  had  under  consider¬ 
ation  the  bill  (H.R.  12135)  to  authorize 
appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964 
and  1965  for  the  construction  of  certain 
highways  in  accordance  with  title  23  of 
the  United  States  Code,  and  for  other 
purposes,  pursuant  to  House  Resolution 
723,  he  reported  the  bill  back  to  the 
House  with  sundry  amendments  adopted 
by  the  Committee  of  the  Whole. 

The  SPEAKER.  Under  the  rule,  the 
previous  question  is  ordered. 

Is  a  separate  vote  demanded  on  any 
amendment? 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  demand 
a  separate  vote  on  the  so-called  Baldwin 
amendment. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  a  separate  vote 
demanded  on  any  other  amendment?  If 
not,  the  Chair  will  put  them  en  gros. 

The  amendments  were  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  amendment  on  which  a  separate  vote 
is  demanded. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Amendment  offered  by  Mr.  Baldwin  :  Page 
3,  line  24,  strike  out  the  words  “there  exists 
one  or”  and  on  page  4,  lines  1  and  2  strike 
the  words  “more  feasible  methods  (including 
relocation  advisory  assistance)”  and  replace 
the  above  stricken  words  with  the  follow¬ 
ing:  "relocation  advisory  assistance  shall  be 
provided.” 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  amendment. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  on  that  I 
demand  the  yeas  and  nays. 

The  yeas  and  nays  were  ordered. 
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The  question  was  taken;  and  there 
were — yeas  236,  nays  159,  answered 
“present”  1,  not  voting  39,  as  follows; 
[No.  163] 

YEAS— 236 


Abbitt 

Fisher 

Mosher 

Abernethy 

Flynt 

Murray 

Adair 

Ford 

Nelsen 

Alexander 

Forrester 

Norblad 

Alger 

Frelinghuysen 

Norrell 

Andersen, 

Fulton 

Nygaard 

Minn. 

Garland 

O'Konski 

Anderson,  Ill. 

Gary 

Osmers 

Andrews 

Gathings 

Ostertag 

Arends 

Gavin 

Passman 

Ashbrook 

Glenn 

Patman 

Ashmore 

Goodell 

Pelly 

Auchincloss 

Goodling 

Pilcher 

Avery 

Grant 

Pillion 

Ayres 

Griffin 

Pirnie 

Baker 

Gross 

Poage 

Baldwin 

Hagan,  Ga. 

Pofl 

Baring 

Haley 

Purcell 

Barry 

Hall 

Quie 

Bass,  N.H. 

Halleck 

Rains 

Bates 

Halpern 

Ray 

Battin 

Hardy 

Reece 

Becker 

Harrison,  Wyo. 

Reifel 

Beck  worth 

Harsha 

Rhodes,  Ariz. 

Beermann 

Harvey,  Ind. 

Riehlman 

Belcher 

Harvey  Mich. 

Riley 

Bell 

Hemphill 

Rivers,  S.C. 

Bennett,  Fla. 

Henderson 

Roberts,  Tex. 

Bennett,  Mich. 

Herlong 

Robison 

Berry 

Hiestand 

Rogers,  Fla. 

Betts 

Hoeven 

Rogers,  Tex. 

Bow 

Hoffman,  Ill. 

Roudebush 

Boykin 

Horan 

Rutherford 

Bray 

Hosmer 

St.  George 

Breeding 

Huddleston 

Saylor 

Bromwell 

Ichord,  Mo. 

Schadeberg 

Broomfield 

Jennings 

Schenck 

Brown 

Jensen 

Scherer 

Broyhill 

Johansen 

Schneebeli 

Bruce 

Johnson,  Wis. 

Schweiker 

Burleson 

Jonas 

Schwengel 

Byrnes,  Wis. 

Jones,  Mo. 

Seely-Brown 

Cahill 

Judd 

Selden 

Cannon 

Kastenmeier 

Short 

Casey 

Kearns 

Shriver 

Cederberg 

Keith 

Sibal 

Chamberlain 

Kilburn 

Sikes 

Chenoweth 

Kilgore 

Siler 

Chiperfield 

King,  N.Y. 

Smith,  Calif. 

Church 

Kitchin 

Smith,  Va. 

Clancy 

Knox 

Springer 

Collier 

Kunkel 

Stafford 

Colmer 

Kyi 

Stephens 

Conte 

Landrum 

Taylor 

Cooley 

Lane 

Teague,  Calif. 

Corbett 

Langen 

Thomson,  Wis. 

Cramer 

Latta 

Thornberry 

Cunningham 

Lindsay 

Tollefson 

Curtin 

Lipscomb 

Tuck 

Curtis,  Mo. 

McCulloch 

Tupper 

Dague 

McDonough 

Van  Pelt 

Davis, 

Mclntire 

Van  Zandt 

James  C. 

McVey 

Vinson 

Davis,  John  W. 

MacGregor 

Waggonner 

Derounian 

Mahon 

Wallhauser 

Derwinski 

Marshall 

Weaver 

Devine 

Martin,  Mass. 

Weis 

Dole 

Martin,  Nebr. 

Westland 

Dominick 

Mathias 

Whalley 

Dooley 

Matthews 

Wharton 

Dorn 

Meader 

Whitener 

Dowdy 

Michel 

Widnall 

Downing 

Miller,  N.Y. 

Williams 

Durno 

Milliken 

Wilson,  Calif. 

Dwyer 

Mills 

Wilson,  Ind. 

Ellsworth 

Minshall 

Wright 

Evins 

Moeller 

Younger 

Fascell 

Moore 

Fenton 

Moorehead, 

Findley 

Ohio 

Fino 

Morse 

NAYS— 159 

Addabbo 

Burke,  Ky. 

Dent 

Albert 

Burke,  Mass. 

Denton 

Anfuso 

Byrne,  Pa. 

Dingell 

Ashley 

Carey  » 

Donohue 

Aspinall 

Celler 

Doyle 

Bailey 

Chelf 

Dulski 

Barrett 

Clark 

Edmondson 

Bass,  Tenn. 

Coad 

Elliott 

Blatnik 

Cohelan 

Fallon 

Boland 

Cook 

Farbstein 

Bolling 

Corman 

Feighan 

Bonner 

Daddario 

Finnegan 

Brademas 

Daniels 

Fountain 

Brooks,  Tex. 

Dawson 

Friedel 

Buckley 

Delaney 

Gallagher 

Garmatz 

Loser 

Rivers,  Alaska 

Giaimo 

McDoweU 

Rodino 

Gilbert 

McFall 

Rogers,  Colo. 

Gonzalez 

Macdonald 

Rooney 

Granahan 

Mack 

Rosenthal 

Gray 

Madden 

Rostenkowskl 

Green,  Oreg. 

Magnuson 

Roush 

Green,  Pa. 

Miller,  Clem 

Ryan,  Mich. 

Griffiths 

Miller, 

Ryan,  N.Y. 

Hagen,  Calif. 

George  P. 

St.  Germain 

Hansen 

Monagan 

Santangelo 

Harding 

Montoya 

Scott 

Harris 

Moorhead,  Pa. 

Shelley 

Hays 

Morgan 

Sheppard 

Healey 

Morris 

Shipley 

Hechler 

Morrison 

Slack 

Holifield 

Moss 

Smith,  Iowa 

Holland 

Multer 

Smith,  Miss. 

Hull 

Murphy 

Staggers 

Inouye 

Natcher 

Steed 

Jarman 

Nedzi 

Stratton 

Joelson 

Nix 

Stubblefield 

Johnson,  Calif. 

O’Brien,  Ill. 

Sullivan 

Johnson,  Md. 

O’Brien,  N.Y. 

Thomas 

Jones,  Ala. 

O’Hara,  Ill. 

Thompson,  N.J. 

Karsten 

O’Hara,  Mich. 

Thompson,  Tex. 

Karth 

Olsen 

Toll 

Kee 

O'Neill 

Trimble 

Kelly 

Perkins 

Udall,  Morris  K. 

Keogh 

Peterson 

Ullman 

King,  Calif. 

Pfost 

Vanik 

Kirwan 

Philbin 

Walter 

Kluczynski 

Pike 

Watts 

Kornegay 

Powell 

Wickersham 

Kowalski 

Price 

Young 

Lankford 

Pucinski 

Zablocki 

Lennon 

Randall 

Zelenko 

Lesinski 

Reuss 

Libonati 

Rhodes,  Pa. 

ANSWERED  PRESENT— 1 
Everett 


NOT  VOTING— 39 


Alford 

Blitch 

Boggs 

Bolton 

Brewster 

Curtis,  Mass. 

Davis,  Tenn. 

Diggs 

Flood 

Fogarty 

Frazier 

G'ubser 

Harrison,  Va. 


Hebert 

Hoffman,  Mich. 

King,  Utah 

Laird 

McMillan 

McSween 

Mailliard 

Mason 

May 

Merrow 

Moulder 

Roberts,  Ala. 

Roosevelt 


Rousselot 

Saund 

Scranton 

Sisk 

Spence 

Taber 

Teague,  Tex. 
Thompson,  La. 
Utt 

Whitten 

Willis 

Winstead 

Yates 


So  the  amendment  was  agreed  to. 
The  Clerk  announced  the  following 
pairs: 


The  bill  was  ordered  to  be  engrossed 
and  read  a  third  time,  and  was  read  the 
third  time. 

Mr.  ROBISON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion  to  recommit. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  the  gentleman  op¬ 
posed  to  the  bill? 

Mr.  ROBISON.  I  am,  Mr.  Speaker. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  Clerk  will  report 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Robison  moves  to  recommit  the  bill 
H.R.  12135  to  the  House  Committee  on  Public 
Works. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  previous  question  is  ordered. 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  motion  to  recommit. 

The  motion  to  recommit  was  rejected. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  passage  of  the  bill. 

The  bill  was  passed. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  that  all  Members 
have  5  legislative  days  in  which  to  extend 
their  remarks  on  the  bill  just  passed. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Mary¬ 
land? 

There  was  no  objection. 


(Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon  asked  and 
was  given  permission  to  extend  her  re¬ 
marks  at  this  point  in  the  Record  and 
include  extraneous  matter.) 

[Mrs.  GREEN  of  Oregon’s  remarks 
will  appear  hereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 


MEDICAL  CARE  FOR  THE  AGED 


On  this  vote: 

Mr.  Everett  for,  with  Mr.  Davis  of  Tennes¬ 
see  against. 

Mr.  Winstead  for,  with  Mr.  Frazier  against. 

Mrs.  May  for,  with  Mr.  Hubert  against. 

Mr.  Rousselot  for,  with  Mr.  Boggs  against. 

Mr.  Curtis  of  Massachusetts  for,  with  Mr. 
Thompson  of  Louisiana  against. 

Mrs.  Bolton  for,  with  Mr.  WUlis  against. 

Mr.  Utt  for,  with  Mr.  Roosevelt  against. 

Mr.  Scranton  for,  with  Mr.  Roberts  of  Ala¬ 
bama  against. 

Mr.  Laird  for,  with  Mr.  Fogarty  against. 

Mr.  Gubser  for,  with  Mr.  Brewster  against. 

Mr.  Taber  for,  with  Mr.  Diggs  against. 

Mr.  Merrow  for,  with  Mr.  Yates  against. 

Mr.  Mason  for,  with  Mr.  Sisk  against. 

Mr.  Mailliard  for,  with  Mr.  King  of  Utah 
against. 

Mr.  Hoffman  of  Michigan  for,  with  Mr. 
Flood  against. 

Mr.  HAYS  changed  his  vote  from 
“yea”  to  “nay.” 

Mr.  EVERETT.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  have 
a  live  pair  with  the  gentleman  from 
Tennessee  [Mr.  Davis],  If  he  were 
present  he  would  have  voted  “nay.”  I 
voted  “yea.”  I  withdraw  my  vote  and 
vote  “present.” 

The  result  of  the  vote  was  announced 
as  above  recorded. 

The  SPEAKER.  The  question  is  on 
the  engrossment  and  third  reading  of 
the  bill. 


(Mr.  HALL  asked  and  was  given  per¬ 
mission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
minute,  to  revise  and  extend  his  remarks, 
and  to  include  extraneous  matter.) 

Mr.  HALL.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Senate’s 
action  yesterday  in  defeating  the  so- 
called  King-Anderson  proposal  as  an 
amendment  to  H.R.  10606,  previously 
passed  by  this  body,  demonstrates  the 
Mistake  of  attempting  to  circumvent  due 
legislative  process  for  political  purposes. 

I9us  indeed  unfortunate  for  the  coun¬ 
try  trat  instead  of  taking  a  responsible 
positioV  and  paying  heed  to  other  and 
more  scmnd  solutions  to  medical  prob¬ 
lems,  the  president  has  resorted  to  name 
calling,  ana\in  so  doing  has  condemned 
a  third  of  thXjVEembers  of  his  own  party 
in  the  Senate\whose  cumulative  years 
of  public  service\exceeds  the  ages  of  all 
three  Kennedy  bmthers  combined.  One 
of  those  Members  Vhom  the  President 
now  calls  upon  the  public  to  defeat  at 
the  polls  next  November  is  the  same  man 
for  whom  the  President  traveled  a  thou¬ 
sand  miles — to  Florida — recently  in  or¬ 
der  to  support  his  bid  f or  \eelection — a 
rather  inconsistent  position  for  our 
Chief  Executive.  \ 

Of  course,  it  was  a  staggering  political 
defeat,  but  I  suggest  Mr.  Speaker,  that 
the  Senate’s  action  should  not  he  an 
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(Nod,  but  rather  a  milestone  toward  re¬ 
sponsible  legislation  for  problems  facing 
ourNsenior  citizens.  The  other  body’s 
action,  will  be  demonstrated  over  the 
long  pHll,  to  be  best  for  them,  and  all 
the  count 

The  Senate’s  decision  should  spur  the 
individual  Spates  to  greater  action  in  im¬ 
plementing  ihe  Kerr-Mills  program, 
now  Public  L^w  86-778.  With  the  ap¬ 
pointment  of  a  new  Secretary  of  Health, 
Education,  and  Welfare,  unmarred  by 
involvement  in  the  previous  controversy, 
the  administration  cim  and  should  be 
far  more  effective  in  this  vital  area,  al¬ 
ready  authorized  by  previous  legislation. 
The  various  States  who  Have  a  need  as 
well  as  a  desire  to  solve  suc\  a  problem, 
should  be  encouraged. 

The  Congress  should  now  >fiso  give 
serious  consideration  to  bills  aimed  at 
providing  tax  relief  for  people  ovfcr  age 
65  and  for  others  who  contribute  to 
their  medical  costs.  This  is  a  mu<jh 
sounder  approach  than  compulsory  sc 
cial  security  taxation.  The  only  better' 
course,  perhaps,  would  be  stabilizing  the 
dollar  they  have  saved  or  receive  from 
any  source. 

On  June  20,  1961,  I  introduced  H.R. 
7756,  which  is  aimed  at  accomplishing 
these  objectives.  Although  this  bill  was 
referred  to  the  Treasury  on  January  18, 
1962,  for  recommendations,  it  has  gath¬ 
ered  dust  while  the  administration 
awaited  action  on  the  King-Anderson 
bill. 

Since  January  1961  the  number  of  em¬ 
ployees  in  the  Department  of  Treasury 
has  increased  by  6,863,  and  surely  they 
cannot  be  so  busy  as  to  preempt  consid¬ 
eration  of  a  measure  to  help  our  senior 
citizens  to  help  themselves. 

H.R.  7756  would  permit  a  taxpayer  to 
take  a  full  deduction  for  contributions 
which  he  makes  to  the  medical  care  of  a 
person  over  65  regardless  of  whether  or 
not  that  person  is  his  dependent.  At 
the  present  time  such  deductions  cannot 
be  taken  until  they  exceed  3  percent  of 
adjusted  gross  income. 

H.R.  7756  would  amend  the  Internal 
Revenue  Code  so  that  the  rule  which  only 
permits  amounts  spent  for  medicine  and 
drugs  in  excess  of  1  percent  of  gross  in¬ 
come  to  be  treated  as  medical  expenses 
would  not  apply  to  persons  who  have  at¬ 
tained  age  65. 

H.R.  7756  would  allow  deductions 
full  for  prepaid  medical  care  insurance 
which  is  to  become  effective  after  65. 

H.R.  7756  would  provide  additional  ex¬ 
emptions  for  catastrophic  medical  care 
expenditures.  A  taxpayer  agaa  65,  who 
pays  medical  care  ,  expenses  which 
amount  to  25  percent  or  m/e  of  his  ad¬ 
justed  gross  income,  wouJG  be  given  an 
additional  exemption,  ana  when  such  ex¬ 
penses  exceed  50  peroent  he  would  be 
given  two  additional  exemptions. 

H.R.  7756  would, fQlow  persons  age  65 
and  over  to  apply  the  same  carryback 
and  carryover  t#x  principles  which  are 
now  applicability  to  corporations  and 
fanners.  T^us,  a  taxpayer  over  65, 
whose  income  is  insufficient  to  give  him 
any  tax  benefit  for  his  current  medical 
expense^/  could  charge  those  expenses 
to  a  period  when  he  did  have  taxable  in¬ 
come^ 


This  bill  has  been  analyzed  by  many 
as  so  logical,  simple,  sound,  and  basic 
that  one  wonders  why  the  particulars 
were  not  adopted  long  ago.  It  is  one 
sound  solution  to  any  such  existing 
problem  that  exists  among  our  ailing 
and  needy  aging  population. 

Mr.  Speaker,  now  that  the  Senate  has 
closed  the  door  on  bad  legislation,  the 
President  may  choose  to  close  the  door 
on  our  older  citizens  and  spend  his  time 
looking  for  votes  instead  of  solutions. 
I  urge  the  Members  of  this  body  to  take 
the  responsible  approach  instead,  and 
consider  passage  of  this  or  similar  meas¬ 
ures  aimed  at  helping  all  Americans  to 
help  themselves. 


CORRECTION  OP  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  O’KONSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  on 
rollcall  No.  161,  today,  I  am  recorded  as 
not  being  present.  I  was  present  and 
answered  to  my  name.  I  ask  unanimous 
consent  that  the  permanent  Record  be 
corrected  accordingly. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
tNe  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Wis¬ 
consin? 

There  was  no  objection. 


CONGRESSMAN  JOHN  E.  FOGARTY 
AND  A'DECADE  OF  PROGRESS  IN 
MENTAIARETARDATION 

(Mr.  BOLAND  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  extend  his  remarks  at 
this  point  in  the  ^Record  aiyf  to  include 
extraneous  matter} 

Mr.  BOLAND.  MN  Sneaker,  over  the 
past  decade  one  of  o }ur  colleagues,  the 
gentleman  from  RhacTE  Island,  John 
Fogarty,  had  bee^r  spearheading  the 
great  advances  mane  in  tne  continuing 
fight  to  combat  mental  retardation.  For 
some  time  I  Wave  been  planning  to 
document  thefwork  of  the  gentleman 
from  Rhode  Island  [Mr.  Fogarty ]Sm  this 
field  and  bring  to  the  attention  of  his 
associates^),  few  of  the  more  important 
developj/ents  attributable  in  a  large 
gree  tarhis  strong  efforts. 

During  this  decade,  interest,  under¬ 
standing,  and  support  for  the  welfare  for 
the  mentally  retarded  in  the  United 
Rates  developed  rapidly.  It  began 
rrather  slowly  in  1953,  burgeoned  in  1955, 
and  progressed  with  speed  to  its  cur¬ 
rent  proportions.  This  development 
proceeded  along  multiple  lines — research, 
treatment,  rehabilitation,  and  education. 

The  individual  layman  most  instru¬ 
mental  in  powering  this  campaign  for 
improving  the  plight  of  the  mentally 
retarded  is  the  gentleman  from  Rhode 
Island  John  E.  Fogarty,  through  his 
Subcommittee  on  Appropriations  of  the 
House  of  Representatives.  It  was  he  who 
first  brought  to  bear  the  influence .  of 
the  Federal  Government  for  bettering 
the  lot  of  retarded  children  in  the  United 
States. 

The  first  inkling  of  new  methodologies 
for  the  study  of  mental  retardation  came 
in  1952  during  hearings  of  the  National 
Institute  of  Neurological  Diseases  and 
Blindness  before  the  committee  headed 
by  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Island 
[Mr.  Fogarty].  At  this  hearing  it  was 
pointed  out  that  promising  lines  of  in¬ 


vestigation  were  developing  in  the  stud¬ 
ies  of  the  effects  of  prenatal,  natal,  and 
postnatal  damage  to  the  nervous  sys-^ 
tern.  The  most  common  deficits  follo\ 
ing  these  injuries  were  mental  retar c 
tion  and  cerebral  palsy.  With  thejmp- 
port  of  the  gentleman  from  Rhode  Is¬ 
land  [Mr.  Fogarty]  and  his  committee, 
these  concepts  were  translatechonto  the 
National  Institute  of  Neurological  Dis¬ 
eases  and  Blindness  collab^ative  stud¬ 
ies  on  the  perinatal  period  ^nd  its  after¬ 
maths,  notably  mental  retmdation,  cere¬ 
bral  palsy  and  other  disabilities  of  early 
life.  This  project  no vr  involves  15  col¬ 
laborating  centers  anfl  an  annual  budget 
of  approximately  &r  million.  The  proj¬ 
ect  could  not  ha/ve  been  inaugurated, 
developed,  or  continued  without  the  ini¬ 
tial  and  sustained  support  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Rnode  Island,  John  E.  Fo¬ 
garty,  and  Jiis  subcommittee. 

A  year  Jater  it  was  pointed  out  at  the 
Nation^ Institute  of  Neurological  Dis¬ 
eases  and  Blindness  hearings  that  men¬ 
tal  retardation  could  be  produced  in 
guniKsa  pigs  by  oxygen  deprivation  in 
the  prenatal  period.  In  these  experi¬ 
ments,  female  guinea  pigs  at  term  were 
'’used  and  one  of  the  litter  mates  was  de¬ 
livered  by  cesarean  section  to  be  used  as 
a  normal  control.  Others  of  the  litter 
were  asphyxiated  by  blocking  the  pla¬ 
cental  circulation  for  a  stated  period  of 
time,  then  delivering  and  resuscitating 
them.  The  asphyxiated  guinea  pigs  de¬ 
veloped  an  enduring  mental  retardation 
as  measured  by  the  usual  maze  intelli¬ 
gence  test  for  animals. 

The  guinea  pig  experiments  led  to  the 
decision  to  do  analogous  work  with  rhe¬ 
sus  monkeys  because  of  their  unique  in¬ 
telligence  at  birth  which  can  be  objec¬ 
tively  measured  and  compared  to  that 
of  humans  in  the  performance  of  pur¬ 
poseful  acts  in  early  life.  The  result 
was  the  acquisition  of  Cayo  Santiago, 
an  island  near  Puerto  Rico  with  a  free- 
ranging  colony  of  rhesus  monkeys  and 
the  establishment  of  the  National  Insti¬ 
tute  of  Neurological  Diseases  and  Blind¬ 
ness  laboratory  of  perinatal  physiology 
vin  San  Juan.  This  project  is  progress- 
ig  well  and  promises  early  break¬ 
through  in  our  knowledge  of  causation 
of  rteental  retardation  in  monkeys  which 
mayNhe  compared  with  that  in  man. 
From \he  outset,  the  gentleman  from 
Rhode  island,  Congressman  Fogarty, 
has  beenNmterested  and  supported  the 
Puerto  RicE  project  which  he  has  vis¬ 
ited  on  severed  occasions. 

These  earlNdevelopments,  however, 
have  been  of  a  general  character  and  not 
related  inclusivelNo  mental  retardation. 
To  generate  a  widespread  public  interest 
and  development  in N  specific  disability 
category,  it  is  essentiarfor  it  to  be  named 
and  supported  specifically.  This  the 
gentleman  from  Rhode  Island,  Congress¬ 
man  Fogarty,  did  in  1955.  in  the  winter 
of  that  year  he  was  already  actively  con¬ 
cerned  with  the  problem  wheta  he  met 
with  the  Parents  Council  for  Retarded 
Children  of  Rhode  Island.  Parents  de¬ 
scribed  how  little  was  being  donkfor 
their  children  and  the  difficulties  o^ey 
faced  in  obtaining  proper  medical 
educational  opportunities  for  them.  ThiS 
made  a  deep  impression  on  the  Con- 
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Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 


AN  ACT 

To  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965 
for  the  construction  of  certain  highways  in  accordance  with 
title  23  of  the  United  States  Code,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  SHORT  TITLE 

4  Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal- Aid 

5  Highway  Act  of  1962”. 

6  AUTHORIZATIONS 

7  Sec.  2.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 

8  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  the  following  sums 

9  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated : 

10  (1)  For  the  Federal-aid  primary  system  and  the 
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Federal-aid  secondary  system  and  for  their  extension  within 
urban  areas,  out  of  the  Highway  Trust  Fund,  $950,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $975,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965.  The  sums  author¬ 
ized  in  this  paragraph  for  each  fiscal  year  shall  he  available 
for  expenditure  as  follows: 

(A)  45  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
primary  highway  system; 

(B)  30  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
secondary  highway  system;  and 

(0)  25  per  centum  for  projects  on  extensions  of 
the  Federal-aid  primary  and  Federal-aid  secondary  high¬ 
way  systems  in  urban  areas. 

(2)  For  forest  highways,  $33,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $33,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(3)  For  forest  development  roads  and  trails,  an  addi¬ 
tional  $10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1963,  $70,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964, 
and  $85,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(4)  For  public  lands  development  roads  and  trails, 
$2,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and 
$4,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(5)  For  park  roads  and  trails,  $22,000,000  for  the 
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fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $25,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(6)  For  parkways,  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1965. 

(7)  For  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges,  $16,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and 
$18,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(8)  For  public  lands  highways,  $3,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $3,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

ASSISTANCE  FOE  DISPLACED  FAMILIES  AND  BUSINESSES 

Sec.  3.  (a)  Chapter  1  of  title  23  of  the  United  States 
Code  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  section: 

“§  133.  Relocation  assistance 

“  (a)  As  used  in  this  section  the  term  ‘eligible  person’ 
means  any  individual,  family,  business  concern  (including 
the  operation  of  a  farm)  and  nonprofit  organization  to  be 
displaced  by  construction  of  a  project. 

“(b)  The  Secretary  prior  to  his  approval  of  any  project 
under  section  106  of  this  title  for  right-of-way  acquisition  or 
actual  construction  shall  require  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment,  to  give  satisfactory  assurance  that  relocation  advisory 
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assistance  shall  be  provided  for  the  relocation  of  families 
displaced  hy  acquisition  or  clearance  of  rights-of-way  for  any 
Federal-aid  highway. 

“(c)  The  Secretary  shall  approve,  as  a  part  of  the  cost 
of  construction  of  a  project  on  any  of  the  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way  systems,  such  relocation  payments  as  may  he  made  by 
a  State  highway  department,  or  a  local  public  agency  act¬ 
ing  as  an  agent  for  the  State  highway  department  for  this 
purpose,  to  eligible  persons  for  their  reasonable  and  neces¬ 
sary  moving  expenses  caused  by  their  displacement  from 
real  property  acquired  for  such  project.  However,  the 
Secretary  shall  not  require  a  State  to  pay  relocation  pay¬ 
ments  where  not  authorized  by  State  law. 

“(A)  Payments  under  this  section  shall  be  subject  to 
such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary,  and  shall  not  exceed  $200  in  the  case  of  an 
individual  or  family,  or  $3,000  in  the  case  of  a  business  con¬ 
cern  (including  the  operation  of  a  farm)  or  nonprofit  or¬ 
ganization.  In  the  case  of  a  business  (including  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  a  farm)  and  in  the  case  of  a  nonprofit  organization, 
the  allowable  expenses  for  transportation  under  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  not  exceed  the  cost  of  moving  50  miles  from  the 
point  from  which  such  business  or  organization  is  being  dis¬ 
placed.  Such  rules  and  regulations  may  include  provisions 
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authorizing  reimbursement  for  payments  made  to  individuals 
and  families  of  fixed  amounts  (not  to  exceed  $200  in  any 
case)  in  lieu  of  their  respective  reasonable  and  necessary 
moving  expenses. 

“(e)  This  section  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to 
projects  approved  under  section  106  of  this  title  after  the 
date  of  enactment  of  this  section.” 

(b)  The  analysis  of  chapter  1  of  title  23  of  the  United 
States  Code  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following : 

“133.  Relocation  assistance.” 

PUBLIC  LANDS  DEVELOPMENT  ROADS  AND  TRAILS 
Sec.  4.  (a)  Section  101  of  title  23,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  after  the  paragraph 
which  begins  “The  term  ‘project  agreement’  means”,  the 
following : 

“The  term  ‘public  lands  development  roads  and  trails’ 
means  those  roads  or  trails  which  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  determines  are  of  primary  importance  for  the  devel¬ 
opment,  protection,  administration,  and  utilization  of  public 
lands  and  resources  under  his  control.” 

(b)  Chapter  2  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  is 


H.R.  12135 - 2 
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1  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 

2  section : 

3  “§  214.  Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails 

4  “(a)  Funds  available  for  public  lands  development 

5  roads  and  trails  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  cost  of  construction 

6  and  improvement  of  such  roads  and  trails. 

7  “  (b)  Funds  available  for  public  lands  development  roads 

8  and  trails  shall  he  available  for  adjacent  vehicular  parking 

9  areas  and  for  sanitary,  water,  and  fire  control  facilities. 

10  “(c)  The  Secretary  shall  approve  the  location,  type, 

11  and  design  of  all  projects  for  public  lands  development  roads 

12  and  trails  before  any  expenditures  are  made  thereon  and 

13  all  construction  thereof  shall  he  under  the  general  super- 

14  vision  of  the  Secretary.” 

15  (c)  The  analysis  of  chapter  2  of  title  23  is  amended  by 

Id  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

“214.  Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails.” 

17  AVAILABILITY  OF  FUNDS — OTHER  HIGHWAYS 

18  Sec.  5.  Section  203  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code 

19  is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  before  the  phrase  “park 

20  roads  and  trails”,  at  each  of  the  two  places  it  appears  in  such 

21  section,  the  following:  “public  lands  development  roads  and 

22  trails,”. 
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FEDERAL-AID  SECONDARY  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM — URBAN 

AREAS 

Sec.  6.  (a)  The  last  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  of  sec¬ 
tion  103  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read 
as  follows:  “This  system  may  be  located  both  in  rural  and 
urban  areas,  but  any  extension  of  the  system  into  urban 
areas  shall  be  subject  to  the  condition  that  such  extension 
pass  through  the  urban  area  or  connect  with  another  Federal- 
aid  system  within  the  urban  area.” 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  apply  to  apportionments  made  before  as  well  as 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

TRANSPORTATION  PLANNING  IN  CERTAIN  URBAN  AREAS 

Sec.  7.  (a)  Chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  adding  immediately  following  section  133  the 
following  new  section : 

“§  134.  Transportation  planning  in  certain  urban  areas 

“It  is  declared  to  be  in  the  national  interest  to  encourage 
and  promote  the  development  of  transportation  systems, 
embracing  various  modes  of  transport  in  a  manner  that 
will  serve  the  States  and  local  communities  efficiently  and 
effectively.  To  accomplish  this  objective  the  Secretary  shall 
cooperate  with  the  States,  as  authorized  in  this  title,  in  the 
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development  of  long-range  highway  plans  and  programs 
which  are  properly  coordinated  with  plans  for  improvements 
in  other  affected  forms  of  transportation  and  which  are  for¬ 
mulated  with  due  consideration  to  their  probable  effect  on 
the  future  development  of  urban  areas  of  more  than  fifty 
thousand  population.  After  July  1,  1965,  the  Secretary 
shall  not  approve  under  section  105  of  this  title  any  program 
for  projects  in  any  urban  area  of  more  than  fifty  thousand 
population  unless  he  finds  that  such  projects  are  based  on  a 
continuing  comprehensive  transportation  planning  process 
carried  on  cooperatively  by  States  and  local  communities  in 
conformance  with  the  objectives  stated  in  this  section.” 

(b)  The  analysis  of  chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  b}^  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following : 

“134.  Transportation  planning  in  certain  urban  areas.” 

RURAL  DELIVERY  AND  STAR  ROUTE  MILEAGE 
Sec.  8.  (a)  Subsection  (b)  (1)  of  section  104  of  title 
23  of  the  United  States  Code  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“preceding  fiscal  year”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “pre¬ 
ceding  calendar  year”. 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  be  applicable  only  with  respect  to  apportionments 
made  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 
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HIGHWAY  PLANNING  AND  RESEARCH  FUNDS 

Sec.  9.  Subsection  ( ci)  of  section  307  of  title  23  of  the 
United  States  Code  is  amended  by  inserting  “(1)”  im¬ 
mediately  after  “(c)  ”,  by  striking  out  “any  year”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  “each  fiscal  year  prior  to  the  fiscal  year 
1964”,  and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

“(2)  One  and  one-half  per  centum  of  the  sums  appor¬ 
tioned  for  each  fiscal  year  beginning  with  the  fiscal  year 
1964  to  any  State  under  section  104  of  this  title  shall  be 
available  for  expenditure  by  the  State  highway  department 
only  for  the  purposes  enumerated  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection. 

“(3)  In  addition  to  the  percentage  provided  in  para¬ 
graph  (2)  of  this  subsection,  not  to  exceed  one-half  of  one 
per  centum  of  sums  apportioned  for  each  fiscal  year  begin¬ 
ning  with  the  fiscal  year  1964  under  paragraphs  (1) ,  (2), 
and  (3)  of  section  104  (b)  of  this  title  shall  be  available  for 
expenditure  upon  request  of  the  State  highway  department 
for  the  purposes  enumerated  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  sub¬ 
section. 

“(4)  Sums  made  available  under  paragraphs  (2)  and 
(3)  of  this  subsection  shall  be  matched  by  the  State  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  section  120  of  this  title  unless  the  Secretary 
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determines  that  the  interests  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  pro¬ 
gram  would  be  best  served  without  such  matching.” 

DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  10.  For  the  purposes  of  section  2  of  this  Act  each 
of  the  following  terms  shall  have  the  same  meaning  as  is 
given  it  in  section  101  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code: 

(1)  Forest  development  roads  and  trails; 

(2)  Forest  highway; 

( 3 )  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges ; 

(4)  Park  roads  and  trails; 

(5)  Parkway; 

(6)  Public  lands  highways; 

(7)  Federal-aid  primary  system; 

(8)  Federal-aid  secondary  system; 

(9)  Urban  area; 

(10)  Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  July  18,  1962. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Sen.  Williams,  Del 
Sen.  Miller  inserted  items  cri 


criticized  payments  under  feed  grains  program* 
cal  of  farm  program,  >Benate  passed  International 
Wheat  Agreement  extension  bil*.  Senate  committee  reported  bill  to  aid  domestic  lum- 
fer  industry.  Senate  passe/Pacific  Northwest  electric  preference  bil  •  “ 

ate  passed  bill  to  establish  Commission  on  Science  and  Technology.  Rep.  Johns  ^ 
criticzed  CED  report.  IW&se  committee  reported  bill  to  oro^e  additiona 
facilities  at  experimer^f  stations.  -SENATE 

1.  FARM  PROGRAM.  S/n.  Williams,  Del.,  criticized  payments  undeV^  g|iJra|2 
program  to  laage  producers,  stated  that  the  program  "defimt^v  does  not  e 
the  sma/farmer,"  and  inserted  a  listing  of  payments  unde>the  1?61  feed 

grain  program.  pp. 

Sen.  filler  inserted  an  article,  "Farm  Showdown  -  All  g  turkey 

Capitol/feod,  Makeup  Change,"  and  an  editorial  on  the  re 
markevfng  referendum,  "Coming  Home  to  Roost.  pp.  1L9  y 


'TRY. 


onze 


The  Commerce  Committee  reported  with  amendment  S.  3517,  to  ^  *he 
Je  Secretary  of  Commerce  to  establish  and  carry  ou  a  prog 
Sow  of  domestically  produced  lumber  in  commerce  (S.  1 ^^^'authorizin 
The  Rules  and  Administration  Committee  report  Land  Range 

the  printing  of  a  Senate  document,  "Trial  Program  of  Public  Land  Range 

ApprS!!h"WP;eported  S.  1878,  to  authorize  the  addition  of  approxtaatsly 
of  land  to  the  Wasatch  National  J?  crest,  Utah.  pp.  1U9U3 


214,000  acres 


-  2  - 


3.  WHEAT.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  357b,  to  extend  the  authority  contained  in 
the  International  Wheat  Agreement  Act  so  as  to  implement  the  1962  Internation-, 
al  Wheat  Agreement,  pp.  Ib932~5 


h. 


5< 


8. 


9. 


10, 


CCTRIFICATION.  By  a  vote  of  5l  to  36,  passed  as  reported  S.  3153,  to  gaa/an~ 

. '  y 


electric  consumers  in  the  Pacific  Northwest  first  call  on  electric  energy 


generated  at  Federal  plants  in  that  region  and  to  guarantee  electric  consumers 
in  orher  regions  reciprocal  priority  (pp.  Ib885-91j  lb893~5>  lb899-907/  lb913- 


23,  lb$l50-l),  Rejected  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Goldwater,  as  modified,/to  include 
other  States,  in  addition  to  the  Spates  in t he  Pacific  Northwest,  within  the 
purview  ofcthe  bill  (pp,  lb885-91,  lb893-5>  1U899-907 ,  1U913).  Agreed  to  a 
motion  by  Sen.  Bible  to  table  an  amendment  by  Sen.  Goldwater  to/provide  that 
Ariz.  would  be  allocated  one-half  of  the  electric  power  generated  at  Federal 
power  projection  streams  forming  the  boundary  of  Ariz.  and  other  States. 

(p.  Ib913).  By\a  vote  of  33  to  53,  rejected  a  motion  by  S^n.  Scott  to  recom¬ 
mit  the  bill  to  u&e  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committed  (pp.  1U913). 


RESEARCH.  Passed  as\eported  S.  2771>  to  provide  for  the  establishment  of  a 
Commission  on  Science  ^.nd  Technology  to  study  Fe derails cient if ic  and  technical 
programs,  including  a  sWdy  of  the  establishment  of/program s,  methods,  and 


procedures  for  the  effective  reorganization  of  Federal  departments  and  agencies 
conducting  scientific  programs  and  supporting  ba/ic  scientific  research.  PP*  £ 


1U9U6-8 


6.  WILDLIFE;  SURPLUS  PROPERTY.  Thk Commerce  Committee  reported  without  amendment 
S.  2358,  to  authorize  the  transf^  of  surplus  real  property  to  the  Department 
of  the  Interior  or  to  the  States  x^qr  use/in  wildlife  conservation  programs 
(S.  Rept.  1865).  p.  Ib875 


7.  ROADS.  Sen.  Randolph  submitted  an  amendment  intended  to  be  proposed  to  H.  R, 
12135,  the  road  authorization  bill,  to  authorize  the  construction  of  a  road 
through  the  Monongahela  National  Forest  in  W.  Va.  p.  11*876 

_ _ i. 


CONTRACTS;  NATIONAL  PAxRKS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  11U05,  to. provide 
for  maintenance  and  repair  o/t  Government  improvements  under  concession  con¬ 
tracts  in  the  National  Par^S.  This  bill  will  nfcw  be  sent  to  the  President. 
P.  Ib932 


RECLAMATION.  Passed  w^hout  amendment  H.  R.  23,  to  authorize  construction  of 
the  Arbuckle  reclamation  project,  Okla.  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the 
President.  Consideration  of  a  similar  bill,  S.  892,  waS^  indefinitely  post¬ 
poned.  pp.  11*935/ 


( 


MINERALS,  Pass^cl  as  reported  H.  R.  10566,  to  provide  for  th&qwithdrawal  and 
orderly  disposition  of  mineral  interests  in  certain  public  lairds  in  Pima 
County,  Ari/.  p.  11*937 

Passed/ as  reported  H.  R.  813b,  to  effect  a  statutory  withdraV^al  of  certain 
former  Taylor  Grazing  Act  lands  near  Phoenix,  Ariz.  from  all  form\of  entry 
under  the  public  land  laws.  pp.  11*937-8 


11.  TARIFFS.  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  10928,  to  transfer  casein  or  lactarelqe  to 
the  free  list  of  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930.  pp.  lb9bh-5 


12.  /F0REIGN  TRADE.  Sen.  Keating  commended  the  proposal  to  develop  a  World  Trad) 
Center  in  New  York*  pp.  11*895-7 


'13.  COMMITTEE  ASSIGNMENTS.  Sen.  Javits  was  excused  from  further  service  on  the 

Banking  and  Currency  Committee  and  assigned  to  the  Appropriations  Committee. 
Sen.  Murphy  was  excused  from  further  service  on  the  Labor  and  Public  Welfare 


87th  congress  1  Oi  or1 

2d  Session  ft.  1  Z  i  DO 


IN  THE  SENATE  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  8, 1962 

Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENT 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Randolph  (for  himself  and 
Mr.  Byrd  of  West  Virginia)  to  the  bill  (H.R.  12135) 
to  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  year  1964  and 
1965  for  the  construction  of  certain  highways  in  accordance 
with  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses,  viz:  On  page  3,  beginning  with  line  9,  strike  out  all 
through  line  11  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

1  (8)  Bor  public  lands  highways,  $7,000,000  for  the 

2  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  of  which  $4,000,000  is 

3  for  a  highway  between  United  States  Numbered  Highways 

4  19  and  50  through  the  Monongahela  National  Borest  in  West 

5  Virginia,  and  $7,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

6  1965,  of  which  $4,000,000  is  for  such  a  highway  between 

7  United  States  Numbered  Highways  19  and  50  through  the 

8  Monongahela  National  Forest  in  West  Virginia. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  rejected  Morse  Station  for  immediate  consideration  of  farm  bill. 
Sen.  Williams,  Del.,  charged  administration'  s  faVfn  bill  has  criminal  provision  for 
noncompliance. 


) 


SENATE  -  AUG.  10 


FARM  PROGRAM.  /By  a  vote  of  69  to  15,  tabled  a  motion  by  Sen. '"Morse  to  proceed 
to  consideration  of  H.  R.  12391,  the  farm  bill  (pp.  15091-2).  Sen.  Morse 
criticized/ the  delay  in  considering  the  farm  bill,  stating  that  "by  postponing 
action  a*  the  farm  bill,  the  Senate  today  has  done  a  horrendous  wrong  to  the 
farmery/ of  America"  (p.  15096)  .  \ 

Seif.  Williams,  Del.,  defended  his  recent  statement  that  the  Administration's 
farm"  proposal  recommended  to  the  Congress  contained  a  criminal  provision  for 
noncompliance ,  stated  that  a  "rebuttal  by  the  unnamed  spokesman  for  the  Agri- 
ilture  Department  is  deliberately  misleading,"  and  inserted  material  to  sup¬ 
port  his  position,  p.  15101 

COMMUNICATIONS.  Resumed  debate  on  H.  R.  11040,  the  communications  satellite 
bill  (pp.  15087-9,  15092,  15095-100,  15104-14,  151124).  This  bill  was  reported 
without  amendment  earlier  in  the  day  by  the  Foreign  Relations  Committee  (S.Rept. 
1873) (p.  15114). 


3. 


PERSONNEL.  The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Committee  reported  without  amenc 
ment  H.  R.  8564,  to  provide  for  the  escheat  of  the  unclaimed  payments  under/the 
Government  life  insurance  program  to  the  credit  of  the  life  insurance  func 
V(S.  Rept.  1877).  p.  15114 


SMALL  BUSINES;  CONTRACTS.  The  Small  Business  Subcommittee  of  the  Banking  and 
Currency  Committee  approved  for  full  committee  consideration  with  amendment 
S.  3096,  to  amend  the  Small  Business  Act  to  provide  that  the  program  under 
which  Government  contracts  are  set  aside  for  small  business  concerns  shall  not 
apply  inNihe  case  of  contracts  for  maintenance,  repair,  or  construction.  p.D712 


5.  NOMINATION.  'Received  the  nomination  of  Dr.  Harvey  Brooks  to 
National  Science  Board,  National  Science  Foundation,  p 


fe  a  member  of  the 
>087 


HOUSE  -  AUG.  10 


RESEARCH;  FEED  ADDITIVES.  The  Subcommittee  on  Health yhnd  Safety  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  and  Foreign  Commerce  Committee  voted  to  report  to  the  full  committee 
H.  R.  12437,  to  amend  the  Food  and  Drug  Act  so  as /to  repeal  a  provision  pro¬ 
hibiting  issuance  of  regulations  permitting  animal  feed  additives  found  to 
induce  cancer,  based  on  certain  findings  by  thy  Secretary  of  HEW.  p.  D713 


7.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committed  voted  to  report  (but  did  not 

actually  report)  H.  R.  12870,  the  militar\/construction  appropriation  bill  for 
P- 


1963. 


D712 


SENATE  -\AUG.  11 


8.  COMMUNICATIONS.  Continued  debate  o/h.\.  11040,  the  communications  satellite 
bill.  pp.  15126,  15148-212 


9.  ROADS.  Sen.  Metcalf  submitted  amendments  intended  to  be  proposed  to  H.  R.  12135. 
the  road  authorization  bill.  p.  15126 


10.  CONTRACTS.  Sen.  Neuberger /urged  enactment  of  equal  pay  legislation  and  inserted 
an  article,  "Bill  to  Assure  Women  Equal  Pay  Alarms\Employers 1  Lobbyists--But 
Belated  Attack  Given  SJ/im  Chance  to  Block  Passage;  Senator  Tower  Cool  to  Oppo¬ 
nents."  pp.  15213-4 


12. 


11.  RECESSED  until  Mon./Aug.  13.  p.  15215 


ITEMS  IN  APPENDIX 


FARM  PROGRAM./'  Extension  of  remarks  of  Sen.  Capehart  inserting  ^  editorial, 
"Retraining  of  Farmers,"  stating  that  former  Secretary  of  Agriculture  Wickard 
"is  right/in  opposing  the  retraining  of  farmers  for  city  jobs."  rk  A6121 


13.  FOOD  AN£f  DRUG;  PESTICIDES.  Extension  of  remarks  of  Rep.  Broyhill  ins^ting  the 
testimony  of  the  secretary  of  the  Federation  of  Homemakers  urging  additional 
appropriations  for  the  Food  and  Drug  Administration  for  inspection  activities* 
rticularly  for  inspection  of  pesticide  residues  on  foods  for  home  consump¬ 
tion.  pp.  A6126-8 
/ 


87th  CONGRESS 
2d  Session 


H.  R.  12135 


IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

August  11  (legislative  day,  August  10),  1962 
Referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works  and  ordered  to  be  printed 


AMENDMENTS 

Intended  to  be  proposed  by  Mr.  Metcalf  (for  himself  and  Mr. 
Randolph)  to  the  bill  (H.R.  12135)  to  authorize  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  certain  highways  in  accordance  with  title  23  of  the 
United  States  Code,  and  for  other  purposes,  viz: 

1  On  page  2,  beginning  with  line  17,  strike  out  all  through 

2  line  20  and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

3  “(3)  Eor  forest  development  roads  and  trails,  an 

4  additional  $20,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 

5  30,  1963;  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  for 

6  timber  development,  fire  protection,  and  administra- 

7  tion.  $70,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

8  1964,  and  $85,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 

9  30,  1965;  and  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails 

10  for  recreation,  $25,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
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June  30,  1964,  and  $25,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1965.” 

On  page  10,  between  lines  2  and  3,  insert  the  following: 
“amendment  of  definition  of  forest  development 

ROADS  AND  TRAILS 

“Sec.  10.  Section  101  (a)  of  title  23  of  the  United 
States  Code  is  amended  by  inserting  after  the  period  at  the 
end  of  the  paragraph  defining  the  term  ‘forest  development 
roads  and  trails’  the  following:  ‘Such  term  includes  (1) 
“forest  development  roads  and  trails  for  timber  development, 
fire  protection,  and  administration”  which  are  roads  and  trails 
designed  and  constructed  primarily  but  not  exclusively  for 
timber  development,  fire  protection,  and  administration,  and 
(2)  “forest  development  roads  and  trails  for  recreation” 
which  are  roads  and  trails  designed  and  constructed  primarily 
but  not  exclusively  for  recreation  and  scenic  purposes.’ 
“availability  of  certain  funds  for  certain  highway 

AND  ROAD  IMPROVEMENT 

“Sec.  11.  (a)  The  first  sentence  of  section  204(a) 
of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  is  amended  by  striking 
out  ‘maintenance’  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘improvement’. 

“(b)  The  first  sentence  of  section  205(a)  of  title  23 
of  the  United  States  Code  is  amended  by  striking  ‘mainte¬ 
nance’  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  ‘improvement’. 
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“(c)  Section  209(a)  of  title  23  of  the  United  States 
Code  is  amended  by  striking  ont  ‘maintenance’  and  inserting 
in  lieu  thereof  ‘improvement’. 

“(d)  The  fourteenth  paragraph  under  the  heading 
“Forest  Service”  in  the  Act  of  March  4,  1913  (16  U.S.C. 
501)  is  amended  by  striking  out  the  first  sentence  and  insert¬ 
ing  in  lieu  thereof  the  following: 

“  ‘Ten  per  centum  of  all  moneys  received  from  the 
national  forests  during  each  fiscal  year  shall  be  available 
at  the  end  thereof,  to  be  expended  by  the  Secretary  of  Agri¬ 
culture  for  the  construction  and  improvement  of  roads  and 
trails  within  the  national  forests  in  the  States  from  which 
such  proceeds  are  derived;  and  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
may,  whenever  practicable,  in  the  construction,  improve¬ 
ment,  and  maintenance  of  such  roads,  secure  the  cooperation 
or  aid  of  the  proper  State  or  territorial  authorities  in  further¬ 
ance  of  any  system  of  highways  of  which  such  roads  may  be 
made  a  part.’  ” 

On  page  10,  line  4,  strike  out  “Sec.  10”  and  insert  in 
lieu  thereof  “Sec.  12”. 

On  page  10,  line  16,  strike  out  the  period  after  “trails” 
and  insert  in  lieu  thereof  a  semicolon,  and  after  such  line 
insert  the  following: 

“(11)  Forest  development  roads  and  trails  for 


4 


1  timber  development,  fire  protection,  and  administration; 

2  “(12)  Forest  development  roads  and  trails  for 

3  recreation.” 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  Rules  Committee  rep6rted  \ule  to  send  farm  bill  to  conference. 
Several  Senators  defended  Under  Secretary  MurjHiy  against  recent  criticism.  House 
passed  appropriations  continuation  Resolution,  ^ouse  began  debate  on  public  works 
acceleration  bill.  Rep.  Johnson j/w i s. ,  inserted\ecretary' s  statement  criticizing 
CEC  farm  policy  report.  SenateXubcommittee  votedVo  report  roads  bill.  Senate 
committee  reported  measure  for/designation  of  National  School  Lunch  Week. 


) 


HOUSE 


1.  APPROPRIATIONS.  Parsed  without  amendment  H.  J.  Res.  864,  fche  appropriations 

continuation  resolution  to  make  temporary  appropriations  urrl^il  September  30, 
1962,  for  those'  departments  and  agencies  whose  annual  appropriation  bills  have 
not  yet  been  Xiacted.  p.  16847 

^  a  *•>  *v  "  yr  .  X  >  .  .  .'i..  ' 

2.  FARM  PROGRAM.  The  Rules  Committee  reported  a  resolution  to  send  t\  conference 

H.  R.  12191,  the  proposed  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  1962.  p.  16922 

Repj/Johnson,  Wis. ,  criticized  the  farm  policy  proposals  of  the  Committee 
for  Economic  Development  and  inserted  a  statement  by  Secretary  Freeman\criticiz 
ing /these  proposals,  pp.  16909-12 

l  X  .  • 

3.  COMMITTEES.  Rep.  Marshall  resigned  from,  and  Rep.  Smith,  Iowa,,  was  electe\to, 
xhe  Appropriations  Committee,  p,  16847 


(,  PUBLIC  WORKS.  Began  debate  on  H.  R.  10113,  the  public  works  acceleration  bill, 
pp.  16855-95 


PARKS.  Rep.  Aspinall,  Rep.  Rutherford,  and  Rep.  Saylor  urged  enactment  of 
J3.  2429,  to  revise  the  boundaries  of  the  Virgin  Islands  National  Park,  St.  J$ 
I.  pp.  16896-7 


6.  MILK\  Rep.  Halpern  discussed  the  radioactive  contamination  of  milk  and 
’’The  "problem  of  radioactive  fallout  is  clearly  a  Federal  responsibility 
pp.  169*18-20 


7.  PERSONNEL;  \ETERANS.  Received  from  the  Defense  Department  a  pro  ^d  bill  "to 
exempt  certain  Reserve  officers  of  the  Army  or  Air  Force  from  t  dual  compen¬ 

sation  Restrictions  of  the  Economy  Act  ef  June  30,  1962,  as  am^  id";  to  Armed 
Services  Committee,  p.  16921 


V  f 


SENATE 


8. 


9. 


10. 


FARM  PROGRAM.  Sens  Morde,  Burdick,  Humphrey,  Ervin,  Spary 
mended  the  integrity,  honesty,  and  public  service  of 
and  defended  him  againstNjrecent  criticism  relative  t 
case.  pp.  16803-8 


and  Carroll  com- 


der  Secretary  Murphy, 
his  role  in  the  Estes 


ROADS.  The  Subcommittee  on  Public  Roads  of  the'  Public  Works  Committee  voted  to 
report  to  the  full  committee  with  amendments  H.  R.  12133,  the  road  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  one  of  the  amendments  would  "add 
$10  million  for  fiscal  1963  for  forest  roads  and  trails." 


( 


SCHOOL  LUNCH.  The  Judiciary  Committee\reported  without  amendment  S.  J.  Res.  211, 
providing  for  the  designation  of  a  weep^each  year  as  National  School  Lunch  Week 
(S.  Rept.  1929)V  i>.  16752 


11.  FORESTRY.  The  Interior  and  Insular/kf fairs  ISommittee  voted  to  report  with  amend- 
mend  (but  did  not  actually  report#  S.  2387,  cfc  authorize  the  establishment  of 
the  Canyonlands  National  Park,  Hr  ah.  p.  D778 

Sen.  Cooper  submitted  an  aipendment  intended  tdbe  proposed  to  H,  R.  8355, 
authorizing  executive  agencies  to  grant  easement  ro,  over,  or  upon  real  proper¬ 
ty  of  the  U.  S.,  so  as  to  exclude  lands  reserved,  abdicated,  or  acquired  for 
national  forest  purposes./  pp.  16753-4  \  ( 


12.  TAXATION.  Continued  debate  on  H.  R.  10650,  the  proposed 'Revenue  Act  of  1962 

(pp.  16767-803,  16808^9,  16814-46).  Agreed  to  the  committee  amendment  relating 
to  taxation  of  cooperatives,  but  deferred  until  later  consideration  of  the  corn-' 
mittee  amendment  relating  to  deductions  for  farmers  for  land^clearing  expenses 
(See  Digest  150  yfor  a  summary  of  these  amendments) (pp.  16767-91 


13.  AMERICAN  SAMOAN  Agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  10062,  t&.  extend  the 

applicatiotybf  certain  laws  to  American  Samoa  (see  Digest  150  for  a\  explanation 
of  the  bil4  as  reported  out  of  conference) .  p.  16813-4 


14.  LOANS.  ^Agreed  to  the  House  amendments  to  S.  3327,  to  make  certain  federally 

impacted  areas  eligible  for  assistance  under  the  public  facility  loan  program. 
This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p.  16814 


15.  TRANSPORTATION.  The  Commerce  Committee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually 

report)  with  amendment  S.  3509,  to  place  transactions  involving  unifications  or' 
acquisitions  of  control  of  freight  forwarders  under  regulation  of  the  Interstate 


Commerce  Act.  p.  D778 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committee  voiced  to  report  roWls  bill.  Senate  committee  voted 

to  approve  House  amendments  to^ublic  works  acceleration  bill.  Sen.  Bartlett 
urged  greater  fire  protections  for  forest  lands.  Sen.  Wiley  commended  cheese  in¬ 
dustry.  Rep.  Lindsay  urged/greater  protection  againsV  radioactive  contamination 
of  food. 


HOUSE 

1.  FORESTRY.  Passed/vJithout  amendment  S.  1878,  to  add  certa! 
Wasatch  National  Forest,  Utah.  A  similar  bill,  H.  R.  719' 
table.  This  Vi  11  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President,  p 


lands  to  the 
was  laid  on  the 
1X323 


2.  FARM  PROGRA^.  The  "Daily  Digest"  for  Aug.  31  states,  "ConfereeAu  met  in  exe¬ 
cutive  session  to  resolve  the  differences  between  the  Senate-ano\House-passed 
version*  of  H.  R.  12391,  proposed  Food  and  Agriculture  Act  of  196a.  but  did 
not  ryach  final  agreement,  and  will  meet  again  on  Monday,  September\10. " 
p.  D/99 

fo A.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  without  amendment  H.  Con.  Res.  519,  requesting 
:he  President  to  return  H.  R.  10062,  to  extend  the  application  of  certain\laws 
to  American  Samoa,  in  order  to  allow  the  Clerk  of  the  House  to  correct  the 
enrollment,  pp.  17320,  17399 

AWARDS.  Reps.  Gross,  Ray,  and  Ford  objected  to  consideration  of  H.  R.  4055,  to  \ 
authorize  the  payment  of  a  monetary  award  to  recipients  of  the  National  Medal  \ 
of  Science.  This  bill  was  stricken  from  the  Consent  Calendar.  o.  17323 
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VETERANS.  At  the  request  of  Rep.  Weaver,  passed  over  without  prejudice  H.  R. 
9962,  to  provide  an  extension  of  the  period  within  which  certain  education* 
programs  must  be  begun  and  completed  in  the  case  of  persons  called  to  active 
.duty  during  the  Berlin  crisis,  p.  17324 


yRVOIRS.  Passed  without  amendment  H.  R.  11799,  defining  the  interact  of 
local  public  agencies  in  water  reservoirs  constructed  by  the  Governgrent  which 
have  \een  financed  partially  by  such  agencies,  p.  17326 


7. 


PERSONNEL\  Passed  as  reported  H.  R.  2079,  to  amend  the  Classification  Act  of 
1949  to  authorize  the  establishment  of  hazardous- duty  pay  in  pertain  cases, 
pp.  17326-7' 


8.  RADIOACTIVE  CON  1^1  IN AT ION.  Rep.  Lindsay  urged  a  stepped-up  program  of  effec¬ 
tive  countermeasures  to  combat  radioactive  contamination*  and  said,  "I  think 
that  a  thorough  public  congressional  investigation  may  be  in  order  to  deter¬ 
mine  how  much  cooperation  between  Federal  and  S^ate  ^lealth  programs  exists  at 
the  present  time.'1  pp.  17338-44 


9.  PARKS.  The  Subcommittee  'W  National  Parks  of  the^ Interior  and  Insular  Affairs 
Committee  voted  to  report^o  the  full  committee  with  amendment  H.  R.  11781,  t 
redesignate  the  Big  Hole  Battlefield  NationayMonuraent  and  to  revise  the 
boundaries  thereof,  p.  D804 


SENATE 


10.  ROADS.  The  Public  Works  Committee  voted  to  report  with  amendments  (but  did 

not  actually  report)  H.  R.  12135,  the  proposed  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962, 
which  includes  authorizations  for  forest  highways  and  forest  development  roads 
and  trails,  p.  D802 


11. 


12. 


PUBLIC  WORKS.  The  Public  Wo rk^ Committee  v^ted  to  rereport  (but  did  not 
actually  report)  S.  2965,  the  public  works  acceleration  bill.  The  "Daily 
Digest"  states  that  the  committee  "agreed  to  recommend  that  the  Senate  agree 
to  the  House  amendment  tq/s.  2965"  (p.  D802) .  \his  bill,  as  passed  by  the 
House,  had  been  referred  to  the  committee  earlie^in  the  day  (p.  17349). 

TAXATION.  Continued  debate  on  H.  R.  10650,  the  propo*^ed  Revenue  Act  of  1962 
(pp.  17349-50,  1736*1-415,  17420-1).  By  a  vote  of  16  bo  49,  rejected  an  amend-  > 
ment  by  Sen.  Prowjfire  to  eliminate  public  utilities  froSj  the  investment  credit 
provisions  provj/ied  in  the  bill  (pp.  17365-96). 


13.  FORESTRY.  Send  Bartlett  discussed  the  danger  of  forest  firek  to  our  timber 
resources,  Reviewed -tfrs  .progress  made  in  the  control  of  forest\fires,  and 
stated  that  "it  is  necessary  that  the  public  lands  receive  the\nost  intensive 
protection  possible."  pp.  17351-3 


14. 


CHEESEJ/  Sen.  Wiley  commended  the  domestic  cheese  industry,  particularly  for 
its  development  of  American  blue  cheese  which  he  stated  "is  today  thXmost 
popular  blue  mold  cheese  in  the  country."  pp.  17355-6 


/ 


15.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  Appropriations  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H. 


/ 


12870,  the  military  construction  appropriation  bill  for  1963  (S.  Rept.  199^ 
p.  17349 


16.  FAIRS.  Sen.  Javits  inserted  a  speech  on  plans  for  the  N.  Y.  World's  Fair  in 
1963-4,  "The  Biggest  Box  Office  in  History."  pp.  17359-60 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  committee  vot Qsf  to  report^  bills  for  revised  apportionment  of 
school  lunch  and  extension  work  fhnds,  expand^!  forestry  research,  land  develop¬ 
ment  program  in  Alaska,  and  cooperation  with  States  in  administration  of  agricul¬ 
tural  laws.  Senate  committee  .reported  roads  billow  Sen.  Neuberger  urged  removal 
of  Jones  Act  restrictions  orVlumber  shipments  to  Puerto  Rico.  Sen.  Humphrey  urged 
discontinuance  of  administtAtive  budget. 

SENATE 

1.  AGRICULTURE  AND  FORESTRY  COMMITTEE.  The  Agriculture  an\  Forestry  Committee 
voted  to  report /{but  did  not  actually  report)  without  amendment  S.  2805,  to 
provide  for  a  /Program  of  agricultural  land  development  itryUaska;  S.  3589, 
authorizing  acquisition  of  certain  lands  in  Wright  County ,Ddinn. ,  for  exchange 
for  State-awned  lands  in  Superior  National  Forest ;  S.  3475, \to  provide  further 
cooperation  with  the  States  in  the  administration  and  enforcement  of  certain 
Federal  yiaws;  H.  R.  9728,  authorizing  an  increase  from  $2.5  million  to  $5  milr 
lion  iff  the  annual  appropriation  under  the  Cooperative  Forest  MaiWgement  Act; 

H.  R/  12589,  to  revise  the  formula  for  the  distribution  of  Federal"Vunds  for 
agricultural  extension  work;  with  amendment  H,  R.  12688,  authorizing^ coopera¬ 
tion  with  and  encouragement  of  the  States  in  carrying  out  programs  ofNforestry 
.esearch;  and  H.  R.  11665,  to  revise  the  formula  for  the  apportionment\among 
the  States  of  funds  under  the  National  School  Lunch  Act.  p.  D808 

INTERIOR  AND  INSULAR  AFFAIRS  COMMITTEE.  The  Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  CoV 
mittee  voted  to  report  (but  did  not  actually  report)  S.  3335,  changing  the 
name  of  Big  Hole  Battlefield  National  Monument  to  Big  Hole  National  Battle- 
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field,  and  acquiring  additional  land  therefor  (amended);  S.  3530,  authorizing^ 
acquisition  of  land  along  the  Delaware  River  for  the  creation  of  Tocks  IslaiK 
National  Recreation  Area  (amended);  S.  3160,  to  amend  the  act  concerning  hqme- 
^tead  entry  on  land  containing  coal,  oil,  and  gas  so  as  to  extend  its  pro/i - 
ms  to  the  townsite  laws  applicable  in  Alaska  (amended);  S.  J.  Res.  13o,  to 


Sions  lu  L.xje  iiuwasioe  laws  a.^jjj-Aua.ujLe  jlh  .m-cio-ts-a  ^  euueuu.c:u.*  ,  u .  u .  nco .  j-y^, 

determine  the  susceptibility  of  minerals  to  electrometallurgical  proce^ 
(amended);  H.  R.  9280,  to  give  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  discretionary 
authority  to  sell  certain  mineral  and  vegetative  materials  on  public  lands  by 
negotiation  rather  than  by  competitive  bid  when  in  the  best  interact  of  the 
Government:  H.  R.  10540,  to  make  deposits  of  petrified  wood  disposable  under 
the  Materials  Act;  and  H.  R.  11164,  to  approve  an  amendatory  repayment  con¬ 
tract  negotiated  with  the  Quincy  Columbia  Basis  Irrigation  District,  p.  D809 


3.  ROADS.  The  Public  Works  Committee  reported  with  amendments  H.  R.  12135*  the 
proposed  Federal -Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962,  which  includes  authorizations  for 
forest  highways  and  forest  development  roads  and  trails  (S.  Rept.  1997)* 

P*  17425 


4.  FORESTRY.  Sen.  Neuberge instated  that  no  domestic  libber  is  now  being  shipped  to 
Puerto  Rico  because  of  certain  restrictions  of  ■ttfe  Jones  Act  and  that  she  in¬ 
tended  to  propose  an  amenahient  to  the  foreign  yra.de  bill  to  permit  the  Secre-  ^ 
tary  of  Commerce  to  waive  Jones  Act  requirements  with  respect  to  such  lumber 
shipments  to  Puerto  Rico.  pA_L7427 


5.  BUDGET.  Sen.  Humphrey  urged  that  \be  present  administrative  budget  be  replaced 
by  two  budgets, 4 5 6 7 8 * *  11  the  current  budget  coy^red  by  current  revenues,  and  the  capi¬ 
tal  budget  financed  largely  by  bori^toj^ngs  backed  up  by  capital  assets  and  by 
earnings  from  these  projects,”  and  suited  that  "until  we  scrap  the  obsolete 
accounting  procedures  of  the  Federal  administrative  budget,  we  will  be  unable 
to  create  the  dynamism  which  one /\a.s  a  r^ght  to  expect  from  the  leader  of  the 
free  world.”  pp.  17557-8 


6.  TAXATION.  Continued  debate  ojt H.  R.  IO65O,  tSe  proposed  Revenue  Act  of  1962 
(pp.  17425-7*  17440-556).  y&greed  to  a  unanimous -consent  agreement  that, 
effective  Thurs.,  Sept,  6/  further  debate  on  thXbill  will  be  limited  to  four 
hours  (p.  17516).  Sen. ^McCarthy  inserted  a  statement  to  clarify  the  tax  status 
of  farmers  *  cooperatives  after  Sen.  Kerr  assured  him  that  "I  have  a  positive  Q 
conviction  that  nothing in  the  bill  would  lose  to  a  \ooperative  any  tax-exempt^ 
status  it  now  has  qpder  existing  law"  (p.  17551)* 


7.  RECLAMATION.  Th^Interior  and  Insular  Affairs  Committee  Sported  without  amend¬ 
ment  H.  R.  575/  to  authorize  construction  of  the  upper  division  of  the  Baker 
reclamation  project,  Ore.  (S.  Rept.  1996).  p.  17425 


8.  APPROPRIATIONS.  The  "Daily  Digest"  states  that  a  subcommittee  df  the  Appropria¬ 

tions  Coidrnittee  "marked  up  and  agreed  to  report  to  the  Subcommittee  on  Public 

Works  proposed  funds  for  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission  and  the  Tennessee  Valley 
Authority  embodied  in  H.  R.  12900,  fiscal  1963  appropriations  for  jS^blic  works, 

p.  0808 


FOREIGN 


TRADE.  Sen. Neuberger  submitted  an  amendment  intended  to  be  proposed 


to  H.  R.  11970*  He  foreign  trade  bill.  p.  17425 


K).  FORESTRY;  NATURAL  RESOURCES.  Sen.  Morse  inserted  his  speech  at  the  Western 
States  Democratic  Conference  at  Seattle,  Wash.,  on  Aug.  5*  in  which  he  dis¬ 
cusses  legislation  relating  to  forestry,  natural  resource  development,  and 
other  subjects,  pp.  17569-70 
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September  5,  1962. — Ordered  to  be  printed 


Mr.  Chavez,  from  the  Committee  on  Public  Works,  submitted  the 

following 

REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  12135] 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works,  to  whom  was  referred  the  bill 
(H.R.  12135)  to  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964 
and  1965  for  the  construction  of  certain  highways  in  accordance  with 
title  23  of  the  United  States  Code,  and  for  other  purposes,  having 
considered  the  same,  report  favorably  thereon  with  amendments, 
and  recommend  that  the  bill  as  amended  do  pass. 

The  amendments  are  indicated  in  the  bill  as  reported  and  are  shown 
by  linetype  and  italic. 

PURPOSE 

The  purpose  of  H.R.  12135,  as  amended,  is  to  authorize  continuation 
of  the  Federal-aid  highway  program  for  the  regular  systems  for  the 
fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  on  a  uniform  but  slightly  increased  schedule, 
and  to  authorize  additional  amounts  for  roads  on  Federal  lands  for 
those  years.  The  bill  would  also  authorize  funds  for  completion  of 
the  Rama  Road  in  Nicaragua,  and  the  Inter-American  Highway  in 
Central  America  and  Panama.  It  would  also  authorize  relocation 
payments  for  families  and  businesses  displaced  by  acquisition  or  clear¬ 
ance  of  rights-of-way  for  any  Federal-aid  highway;  authorizes  a  new 
category  of  public  lands  development  roads  and  trails  for  important 
roads  on  the  public  domain;  permits  use  of  secondary  highway  funds 
for  roads  on  that  system  located  in  urban  areas;  promotes  cooperative 
transportation  planning  in  certain  urban  areas  by  Federal,  State,  and 
local  authorities;  and  permits  the  use  of  additional  Federal-aid  funds 
for  highway  planning  and  research. 

HEARINGS 

The  committee  held  public  hearings  on  H.R.  12135  and  other  bills 
dealing  with  highway  matters  on  August  7  and  8,  1962.  Witnesses 
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included  the  Federal  Highway  Administrator;  Senators;  Members  of 
the  House  of  Representatives;  representatives  of  the  Department  of 
the  Interior,  Department  of  Agriculture;  Department  of  State; 
representatives  of  the  American  Association  of  State  Highway  Officials, 
American  Road  Builders  Association,  and  the  National  Association  of 
County  Officials;  State  officials,  and  others  interested  in  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  highways  in  our  Nation.  These  witnesses  outlined  the  present 
status  of  the  highway  programs,  the  need  for  amendments  to  the  exist¬ 
ing  highway  laws,  and  the  desire  for  authorization  of  additional  funds 
to  carry  forward  adequate  road  programs  to  take  care  of  the  traffic 
needs  for  certain  classes  of  roads,  and  for  development,  protection, 
and  utilization  of  the  resources  of  our  public  lands  and  reservations. 


AMENDMENTS 

The  Committee  on  Public  Works  recommends  amendments  to  H.R. 
12135  in  the  following  respects: 

1.  Reduction  of  authorizations  for  the  A-B-C  systems  for  fiscal ^ 
year  1965  from  $975  million  to  $950  million,  the  same  amount  asf 
recommended  for  fiscal  year  1964. 

2.  Increase  the  additional  funds  for  forest  development  roads  and 
trails  for  fiscal  year  1963  from  $10  million  to  $20  million. 

3.  Increase  funds  for  parkways  for  fiscal  year  1964  from  $16  million 
to  $16,550,000. 

4.  Authorize  the  additional  sum  of  $6  million  for  fiscal  year  1963 
for  public  lands  highways,  and  increase  the  amounts  for  fiscal  years 
1964  and  1965  from  $3  million  to  $9  million  for  each  of  those  years,  a 
total  increase  of  $18  million. 

5.  Authorize  $850,000  for  completion  of  the  Rama  Road  in  the 
Republic  of  Nicaragua. 

6.  Authorize  an  additional  amount  of  $32  million  for  completion  of 
the  Inter-American  Highway  in  Central  America  and  Panama,  subject 
to  satisfactory  commitments  for  maintenance  for  the  highway. 

7.  Permit  the  use  of  one-half  of  1  percent  of  A-B-C  apportionments 
for  highway  research  purposes  only. 


Comparison  with  existing  authorizations 
[Millions  of  dollars] 


Type  of  roads 

Existing  law 

H.R.  12135,  as  amended 

Fiscal 

year 

1962 

Fiscal 

year 

1963 

Fiscal 

year 

1963 

Fiscal 

year 

1964 

Fiscal 

year 

1965 

Federal-aid  systems: 

Primary-..  ....  ..  .  _  ..  _ 

416. 25 
277.  50 
231.  25 

416. 25 
277.50 

231.25 

427.50 
285.00 

237. 50 

427.50 
285. 00 

237.50 

Secondary..  .  .  ...  _  _ 

Urban.  _.  _  .  .  ..  ...  ... 

Subtotal _ _ _ 

925.00 

33.00 

35.00 

925. 00 
33.00 
40.00 

950.00 

33.00 

70.00 

2.00 

22.00 

16.55 

16.00 

9.00 

.85 

32.00 

950.00 

33.00 

85.00 

4.00 

25.00 

16.00 

18.00 

9.00 

Forest  highways _ 

Forest  development  roads  and  trails _  _ 

Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails _ 

20.00 

Park  roads  and  trails.. . 

18.00 

16.00 

12.00 

3.50 

18.00 

16.00 

12.00 

3.00 

Parkways _  ...  . 

Indian  reservation  roads _  ...  _  _ 

Public  lands  highways .  . . 

Rama  Road..  ...  ..  . . 

6.00 

Inter- American  Highway _ 

Total _ _ 

1, 042.  50 

1, 047. 00 

26.00 

1, 151. 40 

1, 140.  00 
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AUTHORIZATION  FOR  FEDERAL-AID  SYSTEMS 

H.R.  12135  as  reported  by  the  committee  continues  the  Federal-aid 
highway  program  for  the  A-B-C  systems  for  an  additional  2-year 
period,  under  the  usual  pattern  that  has  been  followed  by  the  Con¬ 
gress  for  a  number  of  years,  that  of  biennial  authorizations.  Author¬ 
ization  of  funds  for  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  for  the  Federal-aid  pri¬ 
mary  and  secondary  highway  systems  and  their  extensions  within 
urban  areas  at  this  time. is  believed  necessary  to  give  the  States  suffic¬ 
ient  time  for  preparation  of  their  construction  programs,  to  make  the 
necessary  financial  arrangements  for  matching  the  Federal  funds,  and 
to  permit  apportionment  of  such  funds  for  future  highway  construc¬ 
tion,  in  accordance  with  existing  law. 

The  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1960  authorized  the  sum  of  $925 
million  for  the  A-B-C  program  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1962  and 
1963.  While  not  specifically  written  into  law,  in  enactment  of  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956,  it  was  generally  agreed  that  there 
would  be  a  progressive  increase  of  $25  million  each  year  in  funds  au- 
f  thorized  for  the  A-B-C  program  until  an  annual  authorization  of  $1 
billion  is  reached. 

The  President  in  his  message  on  highways  (H.  Doc.  No.  96,  87th 
Cong.,  1st  sess.),  recommended  that  authorizations  for  the  A-B-C 
program  be  increased  at  a  rate  of  $25  million  each  2  years  until  the 
$1  billion  level  is  reached.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  submitted 
proposed  legislation  to  the  Congress  which  would  authorize  $950 
million  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965,  for  continuation  of  the 
construction  of  highways  on  the  Federal-aid  A-B-C  systems,  to  carry 
out  the  recommendations  of  the  President. 

The  committee  is  aware  of  the  present  inadequacies  of  our  A-B-C 
highway  systems,  and  the  need  for  their  improvement  to  adequate 
standards  to  carry  their  present  traffic  loads.  This  need  should  be 
met  at  the  earliest  possible  time,  consistent  with  sound  planning  and 
financing,  and  to  keep  the  A-B-C  program  in  proper  balance  with 
the  interstate  program.  As  additional  mileage  of  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  is  completed,  the  demand  for  improvement  of  connecting  A-B-C 
roads  will  increase,  as  they  are  the  feeder  routes  for  the  expressways 
of  the  Interstate  System,  and  much  of  the  traffic  using  the  A-B-C 
roads  will  eventually  reach  interstate  routes.  The  committee  believes 
that  authorization  of  $950  million  for  the  A-B-C  program  for  fiscal 
year  1964,  and  a  like  amount  for  1965,  will  provide  a  realistic  program 
for  continuing  work  on  our  basic  road  systems  so  vital  to  the  economy 
of  our  Nation,  can  be  adequately  supported  by  the  revenues  accruing 
to  the  highway  trust  fund,  and  with  the  State  matching  funds  will 
keep  the  A-B-C  program  in  proper  balance  with  other  highway 
programs. 

The  mileages  on  the  various  designated  Federal-aid  highway  sys¬ 
tems  are  shown  in  the  following  tabulation: 


Mileage  of  designated  Federal-aid  highway  systems,  by  State,  as  of  Dec.  31,  1960 


Grand  total 

Total 
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Federal-aid  secondary 
highway  system 

Total 

SSi5iiS2SiSSgS2ligISaligs§=gSSSgSiiI!55s3 

^ 2 2 8 8 s' ^ « *■* ” S 8" 2 8 “ s' «' ~ “ 2 8 2 2 2 ^ 2  22 

Urban 

l2glfeSSS||Si§S|||Sggg||§gS?5?2Sg5g|2|S§Sg§?3 

rH‘  *-T 

Rural 

SSgSI!l!l!iSillIislR!ISl!lisSiilSi“91iSlgi 

SrfrfS3“  -22  “*3 23 8 2 - S* 8 2 8“ ^ 2 e'f- - “2 8 2 2 2^2  22' 

Federal-aid  primary  highway 
system  (includes  interstate 
mileage) 

Total 

IilIi§iSISiailfllsisS!lsgiiSgS!g|§ggiSlil 

CO  (N  oi  CO  OS  *-T  v$  od  CO  ©  iOON-VW  i-<C^N^»»Oor«0  «C^i^CvTVcTb^'^00  0d'^00  to  50 

Urban 

-t  r-t  CM"  -r 

Rural 

§Sili83§§i§s§lg§§§gi§ISiS§l§Sig§33l§gSgll 

#'«s«n*  -woo*  »of«fo>tC-<fer«-rrt<tfotfraoo*<eioef-rrtofafto-dr^:i-rco'tC  «o*ra 

National  System  of  Interstate 
and  Defense  Highways  (in¬ 
cluded  with  primary  mileage) 

Total 

S  isssl§®§l^§§SIillgSl|ll2g|SSfe|gIliggS-|g 

!-h  cq  -q-H  _r  -h  -r 

i 

i 

Urban 

fe  j33gts3v§322gS3S3§8gS§§38Sw22gS2?S2|2Sg$20’ 

i 

Rural 

£  IS£i8SSsSsg|g!iigggg|gSiS8ssg|gg||jgg|8|| 

[H  1-*  w-T  w*  w-T  i-i"  t-T 

State  or  territory 

Alabama _ _ 

Alaska _ _ _ _ 

Arizona _ _ _ _ 

Arkansas _ 

California _ 

Colorado _ _ _ _ 

Connecticut,. . . 

Delaware-  _ 

Florida _ _ _ 

Georgia  .  _ . .  .  . 

Hawaii _ _ .. _ _ 
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Iowa . . . . . . . 
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Missouri _ _ _ _ _ 

Montana . . . 
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Nevada _ _ _ 
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New  Jersey . . . . 
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North  Carolina _ 

North  Dakota . . . .  . 

Ohio . . . . 
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Oregon... . . 
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Rhode  Island _ 

South  Carolina _ 

South  Dakota . .  . 
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FEDERAL- AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1962 


The  primary  and  secondary  highways,  and  their  extensions  within 
urban  areas,  extend  into  almost  every  locality  in  the  United  States. 
These  so-called  A-B-C  roads  comprise  about  826,000  miles  and  carry 
about  50  percent  of  the  total  of  all  highway  traffic  in  the  country. 
Many  motor  vehicles  in  various  rural  sections  of  the  country  travel 
exclusively  on  A-B-C  roads.  The  present  mileage  of  the  Federal-aid 
primary  system  is  224,860  miles,  exclusive  of  Interstate  System  mile¬ 
age,  of  which  205,370  miles  are  in  rural  areas  and  19,490  miles  are 
in  urban  areas.  The  Federal-aid  secondary  system  now  consists  of 
601,364  miles,  including  587,659  rural  miles  and  13,705  urban  miles. 

For  the  A-B-C  program,  including  the  program  financed  from  the 
special  funds  authorized  by  section  2(a)  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1958,  projects  have  been  completed  since  July  1,  1956,  at  a 
total  cost  of  $9.6  billion.  The  completed  projects  include  over  137,000 
miles  of  construction  contracts,  at  a  total  cost  of  $9.0  billion,  and 
engineering  and  right-of-way  acquisition  totaling  $633  million.  On 
June  30,  1962,  A-B-C  projects  underway  or  authorized  totaled  $3.5 
billion,  covering  25,800  miles  of  construction  contracts  at  a  total  cost 
of  $3.1  billion,  and  engineering  and  right-of-way  acquisition  projects 
totaling  $490  million. 

The  revised  schedule  of  authorizations  for  the  Interstate  System 
provided  by  the  Federal- Aid  Highway  Act  of  1961  for  apportionment 
through  1971  is  sufficient  for  completion  of  that  system.  A  total  of 
12,550  miles  of  the  Interstate  System  has  now  been  improved  and 
open  to  traffic.  In  addition,  4,801  were  under  construction  on  June 
30,  1962,  and  engineering  or  right-of-way  acquisition  were  underway 
on  10,927  miles.  Thus  on  June  30,  1962,  some  form  of  work  was 
completed  or  underway  on  28,278  miles  or  69  percent  of  the  41, 000- 
mile  Interstate  System,  leaving  12,722  miles  on  which  work  has  not 
yet  started. 

The  operations  of  the  highway  trust  fund  for  the  6-year  period 
July  1,  1956,  through  June  30,  1962,  were  as  follows: 


July  1, 1956- 

Receipts:  June  SO,  1961 

Tax  sources  (net) _  $13,  864,  025,  802 

Advances  from  general  fund _  419,  000,  000 

Interest  on  investments _  45,  008,  448 


Total _  14,  328,  034,  250 


Expenditures: 

Federal  highways _  13,  433,  172,  198 

Repayment  of  advances _  419,  000,  000 

Interest  on  advances _  5,  610,  162 


Total _  13,  857,  782,  360 


Balance  on  hand _  470,  251,  890 


The  amounts  recommended  in  H.R.  12135  for  highways  in  each 
classification  of  the  regular  Federal-aid  systems,  for  fiscal  years  1964 
and  1965,  would  be  in  the  usual  45-30-25  percentage  ratio,  with  the 
following  sums  available  for  each  of  the  systems: 

Authorizations,  regular  Federal-aid  systems 

Each  of  fiscal  years 


System :  198A and  19SS 

Primary  (45  percent) _  $427,  503,  000 

Secondary  (30  percent) _  285,  003,  000 

Urban  (25  percent) _  237,  503,  000 


Total _ _  950,  000,  000 
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These  funds  woijld  be  apportioned  among  the  States  in  the  manner 
now  provided  by  law,  and  would  be  available  for  expenditure  in  the 
same  manner  as  funds  for  these  highways  are  made  available  under 
present  law;  that  is,  for  2  years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for 
which  such  funds  are  authorized. 

Existing  law  provides  authorizations  for  the  Interstate  System  in  the 
amount  of  $2.6  billion  for  fiscal  year  1964  and  $2.7  billion  for  fiscal 
tyear  1965.  The  approximate  amounts  which  will  be  apportioned  to 
each  State  for  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  for  the  A-B-C  program  as 
authorized  in  H.R.  12135,  and  for  the  Interstate  System  under  present 
authorizations  are  shown  in  the  following  tabulations: 


Approximate  apportionments  of  Federal-aid  highway  funds,  fiscal  year  1964 


[Thousands  of  dollars] 


State 

Pursuant  to  H.R.  12135 

Interstate 

($2,600,000) 

Total 

($3,550,000) 

Primary 

($427,500) 

Secondary 

($285,000) 

Urban 

($237,500) 

Subtotal 

($950,000) 

Alabama _ _ 

$8, 178 

$6, 244 

$3, 188 

$17, 610 

$53, 635 

$71, 245 

Alaska _  _ _ ... 

22, 696 

15, 233 

156 

38, 085 

38, 085 

Arizona _  _ ...  __ 

6, 337 

4,111 

1,  773 

12, 221 

36,  407 

48,628 

Arkansas _ 

6,087 

4,847 

1,292 

12,  226 

27, 138 

39,  364 

California _ 

21,  862 

10,  154 

25,  672 

57,  688 

247, 918 

305, 606 

Colorado.  _ 

7, 105 

4,609 

2,  415 

14, 129 

34, 379 

48,  508 

Connecticut _ 

2,  992 

1,622 

4,  581 

9, 195 

36, 613 

45,  808 

Delaware  _ 

2,111 

1,407 

544 

4,062 

9,  654 

13,  716 

Florida _ 

7,849 

4,863 

6,669 

19, 381 

53,  789 

73, 170 

Georgia _ 

10,  473 

7,909 

3,843 

22, 225 

47,  781 

70, 006 

Hawaii _ 

2,111 

1,407 

880 

4,398 

20,  360 

24,  758 

Idaho _ 

4,726 

3,  392 

501 

8,619 

12, 170 

20,  789 

Illinois _ 

15,  933 

8,  727 

15,  229 

39, 889 

135,  256 

175, 145 

Indiana _ _ 

9,  696 

7,  009 

5,  322 

22, 027 

64,  213 

86,  240 

Iowa _ 

9,  619 

7, 162 

2,535 

19, 316 

32,  813 

52, 129 

Kansas.  _ 

9,561 

6,  676 

2,  327 

18,564 

20, 103 

38,  667 

Kentucky _ 

6,  944 

5,888 

2,  368 

15,200 

52,890 

68,  090 

Louisiana _ 

6,  353 

4,570 

3,  712 

14,  635 

74,  894 

89,  529 

Maine _ 

3, 138 

2,  384 

805 

6, 327 

12,  247 

18,  574 

Maryland _ 

4,192 

2,628 

4,288 

11,108 

47,  499 

58,  607 

Massachusetts _  _ 

5, 382 

2,380 

8,184 

15,  946 

55,  561 

71,  507 

Michigan _ 

13, 179 

8, 277 

10,  755 

32, 211 

101,  031 

133, 242 

Minnesota _ 

10,  726 

7,560 

3,888 

22, 174 

67, 063 

89,  237 

Mississippi . . 

6,626 

5,  567 

1,393 

13,  586 

31,  503 

45, 089 

Missouri..  .  .  . 

11,306 

7,  740 

5, 270 

24, 316 

66,  318 

90,  634 

Montana . . . .  . 

7,  821 

5,426 

543 

13,  790 

24,263 

38, 053 

Nebraska _ 

7,688 

5, 478 

1,368 

14,  534 

15,  148 

29,  682 

Nevada...  _  . 

4,846 

3,  223 

358 

8,  427 

13,  069 

21,  496 

New  Hampshire.. . . 

2,  111 

1,407 

627 

4,  145 

11,631 

15,  776 

New  Jersey.  .  _ 

5, 968 

2, 049 

10, 191 

18,  208 

67,602 

85, 810 

New  Mexico. . .  .  . 

6, 606 

4,457 

1,  147 

12,  210 

25,  880 

38,  090 

New  York.  _  .  _ 

19, 292 

8.412 

27,  316 

55,  020 

122, 855 

177, 875 

North  Carolina. . 

9, 971 

8,914 

3,  111 

21,  996 

21,  208 

43,  204 

North  Dakota _ 

5,411 

3,  965 

417 

9,  793 

11,  451 

21,244 

Ohio _ 

14, 660 

9, 138 

13,  402 

37, 200 

176, 952 

214, 152 

Oklahoma .  ... 

8,523 

5,  932 

2,616 

17,  071 

31, 195 

48,  266 

Oregon. - - 

6,546 

4,  575 

1,982 

13, 103 

45, 034 

58, 137 

Pennsylvania.  - 

15,  690 

10, 062 

15,  094 

40, 846 

115, 974 

166, 820 

Rhode  Island . . . 

2,  111 

1,407 

1.426 

4, 944 

9,  551 

14,  495 

South  Carolina _ _  ... 

5, 407 

4,  724 

1,699 

11, 830 

22,  389 

34, 219 

South  Dakota . .  . 

5, 952 

4,306 

431 

10, 689 

17, 023 

27,  712 

Tennessee _ 

8, 277 

6,536 

3,  378 

18, 191 

65,  343 

83, 534 

Texas _ 

25,  851 

16, 337 

13, 180 

55,  368 

117,  309 

172, 677 

Utah _ _ _ 

4,635 

3,  007 

1,237 

8,  879 

37,  537 

46,  416 

Vermont _ 

2,111 

1,407 

330 

3,848 

17,  895 

21,  743 

Virginia _ 

8,031 

6,269 

4,  112 

18,  412 

78, 797 

97, 209 

Washington . .  .  .. 

6,780 

4,682 

3,548 

14,  910 

54, 046 

68,956 

West  Virginia... . . 

4. 163 

3,  742 

1,  248 

9,  153 

39,  026 

48, 179 

Wisconsin _  _ _  ... 

9,485 

6,691 

4,589 

20,  765 

22, 928 

43, 693 

Wyoming _ _ 

4, 816 

3,  277 

280 

8, 373 

24,  879 

33,  252 

District  of  Columbia. . 

2,  111 

1,407 

1,  489 

5,  007 

37, 280 

42, 287 

2,  111 

2,342 

1,822 

6, 275 

6,  275 
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Approximate  apportionments  of  Federal-aid  highway  funds,  fiscal  year  1965 

[Thousands  of  dollars] 


State 

Primary 

($427,500) 

Pursuant  to 

Secondary 

($285,000) 

H.R.  12135 

Urban 

($237,500) 

Subtotal 

($950,000) 

Interstate 

($2,700,000) 

Total 

($3,650,000) 

Alabama - . - - 

$8,178 

$6,  244 

$3, 188 

$17,  610 

$55,  698 

$73, 308 

22,  696 

15,  233 

156 

38, 085 

39,  088 

Arizona.. . 

6,  337 

4,111 

1,773 

12,  221 

37,  807 

50,  028 

Arkansas  . . 

6,087 

4,  847 

1,292 

12,  226 

28,182 

40,408 

California .  -  . 

21,  862 

10, 154 

25,  672 

57,  688 

257,  453 

305, 141 

Colorado . . . 

7,105 

4,609 

2.  415 

14,129 

35,  701 

49,  830 

Connecticut... . . 

2,992 

1,  622 

4,  581 

9,195 

38,  021 

47,  216 

Delaware . . . 

2,111 

1,407 

544 

4,062 

10, 025 

14,087 

Florida _ 

7,  849 

4,863 

6,  669 

19,  381 

55,  858 

75,  239 

Georgia . . . . 

10,  473 

7,909 

3,  843 

22,  225 

49,  619 

71,  844 

Hawaii . . . . 

2,  111 

1,407 

880 

4,  398 

21, 143 

25,  541 

Idaho _  _ _ _ 

4,  726 

3,392 

501 

8,  619 

12,  638 

21,  257 

Illinois _ _ 

15,  933 

8,  727 

15,  229 

39,  889 

140,  458 

180,  347 

Indiana . . . 

9,696 

7,009 

5,322 

22,  027 

66,  683 

88,  710 

Iowa .  . . . . . 

9,  619 

7,162 

2,535 

19,  316 

34, 075 

53.  391 

Kansas . . . . 

9,  561 

6,676 

2,  327 

18,  564 

20,  877 

39,  441 

Kentucky.  . . 

6,  944 

5.888 

2,368 

15,  200 

54,  925 

70, 125 

Louisiana . . . 

6,353 

4,  570 

3,  712 

14,  635 

77,  775 

92,  410 

Maine . . . 

3,138 

2,384 

805 

6,  327 

12,  718 

19,  045 

Maryland  _ 

4,192 

2,  628 

4,288 

11, 108 

49,  326 

60,434 

Massachusetts . 

5,382 

2,380 

8,184 

15,  946 

57,  698 

73,  644 

Michigan . . . 

13, 179 

8,  277 

10,  755 

32,  211 

104,  917 

137, 128 

Minnesota _ 

10,  726 

7,560 

3,888 

22,  174 

69, 642 

91,816 

Mississippi . . 

6,  626 

5,567 

1,393 

13,  586 

32,  715 

46,  301 

Missouri _ 

11,306 

7,  740 

5,270 

24,  316 

68, 869 

93, 185 

Montana _  _ 

7,821 

5,  426 

543 

13,  790 

25, 196 

38,  986 

Nebraska _ 

7,688 

5,  478 

1,368 

14,  534 

15,  731 

30,  265 

Nevada _ 

4,846 

3,223 

358 

8,  427 

13,  571 

21,  998 

New  Hampshire _ 

2,111 

1,407 

627 

4, 145 

12,  078 

16,223 

New  Jersey.  _ 

5,  968 

2,049 

10, 191 

18,  208 

70, 202 

88,408 

New  Mexico _ 

6,606 

4,  457 

1,  147 

12,  210 

26,  876 

39, 086 

New  York _ 

19,  292 

8,412 

27,  316 

55.  020 

127,  580 

182,600 

North  Carolina _ 

9, 971 

8,914 

3,  111 

21,  996 

22,  023 

44,  219 

North  Dakota _  . 

5,411 

3,965 

417 

9,793 

11,891 

21,684 

Ohio _ 

14,  660 

9,  138 

13, 402 

37,  200 

183,  758 

220, 958 

Oklahoma...  ...  _ 

8,523 

5,932 

2,616 

17,  071 

32.  395 

49,  466 

Oregon .  _ _ 

6,546 

4,  575 

1,982 

13,  103 

46, 766 

59,  869 

Pennsylvania. . . 

15,  690 

10,  062 

15,  094 

40,846 

120,  434 

161,280 

Rhode  Island _ 

2,  111 

1,407 

1,  426 

4,944 

9,  918 

14,  862 

South  Carolina _ 

5,407 

4,  724 

1,699 

11,  830 

23,  250 

35,  080 

South  Dakota . . 

5,  952 

4,  306 

431 

10,689 

17,  677 

28,366 

Tennessee .  _ 

8,  277 

6,536 

3,  378 

18, 191 

67,  856 

86, 047 

Texas...  _  _ 

25,  851 

16, 337 

13,  180 

55,  368 

121, 821 

177, 189 

Utah _ 

4,635 

3, 007 

1,237 

8,  879 

38, 981 

47,860 

Vermont _ _ 

2,  111 

1,407 

330 

3,848 

18,  584 

22,  432 

Virginia.  _ _ _ 

8,  031 

6,269 

4,  112 

18,  412 

81, 827 

100,  239 

Washington _ _ _ 

6,  780 

4,582 

3,548 

14,  910 

56, 125 

71,035 

West  Virginia.  _ 

4,  163 

3,  742 

1,248 

9, 153 

40,  527 

49,680 

Wisconsin _ 

9,  485 

6,691 

4,589 

20,  765 

23,  810 

44,  575 

Wyoming _ 

4,  816 

3, 277 

280 

8,  373 

25,  836 

34, 209 

District  of  Columbia _ 

2,  111 

1,  407 

1,489 

5,  007 

38,  714 

43,  721 

Puerto  Rico  _ 

2,111 

2,  342 

1,822 

6,  275 

6,439 

.  FOREST  HIGHWAYS 

The  forest  highway  system  is  composed  of  main  and  secondary 
roads  within  or  adjacent  to  the  national  forests.  It  consists  of  24,958 
miles  located  in  40  States  and  Puerto  Rico.  Although  this  system 
is  not  wholly  connected  as  is  the  case  of  the  Federal-aid  primary 
system,  its  routes  are  the  principal  means  of  transportation  into 
and  through  the  national  forest  areas  which  comprise  approximately 
186  million  acres.  More  than  half  the  total  length  of  the  system  is 
located  in  the  13  Western  States,  and  88  percent  of  the  total  system 
length  is  coincident  with  the  Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary 
highway  systems. 

Construction  operations  on  the  forest  highway  system  in  the 
Western  States,  which  are  financed  largely  by  forest  highway  funds, 
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are  generally  administered  directly  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads, 
in  accordance  with  regulations  jointly  approved  by  the  Secretaries 
of  Agriculture  and  Commerce.  In  the  East,  where  the  apportion¬ 
ment  of  forest  highway  funds  to  any  one  State  is  relatively  small 
and  is  generally  supplemented  by  Federal-aid,  State,  or  local  funds, 
the  construction  is  usually  administered  by  the  State  highway  de¬ 
partment.  In  practically  all  cases,  the  forest  highways  are  main¬ 
tained  by  the  State  highway  departments. 

H.R.  12135  would  authorize  the  sum  of  $33  million  for  forest  high¬ 
ways  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965.  Such  amounts  are 
identical  to  those  previously  authorized  under  the  Federal-Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1960  for  fiscal  years  1962  and  1963,  and  are  necessary 
for  the  continuation  of  the  forest  highway  program.  Forest  highway 
funds  are  apportioned  to  the  States  according  to  the  area  and  value 
of  the  land  owned  by  the  United  States  within  the  national  forests 
therein.  The  approximate  apportionments  of  the  forest  highway 
funds  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  are  as  follows: 

Apportionment  of  forest  highway  funds  for  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965 


Apportionment  Apportionment 

State  of  funds  State — Continued  of  funds 


Alabama 

$94,  496 

New  Hampshire  . 

_  $176,341 

Alaska 

-  2, 

876,  474 

New  Mexico  _  . 

_  1,  322,  331 

Arizona 

-  1, 

857,  456 

North  Carolina 

_  203, 316 

Arkansas 

448,  606 

North  Dakota 

_  117 

California 

_  4, 

726,  004 

Ohio 

_  18,  072 

Colorado 

-  2, 

369,  837 

Oklahoma 

_  22,  759 

Florida 

191,  697 

Oregon 

_  4,  545,  904 

Georgia  _ 

116,  261 

Pennsylvania  .  . 

_  88,  074 

Idaho 

-  3, 

359,  886 

South  Carolina 

_  108,  179 

Illinois 

38,  033 

South  Dakota 

_  258,  535 

Indiana 

22,  121 

Tennessee  _ 

_  110,622 

Iowa.. 

1,  070 

Texas 

_  104,  462 

Kentucky 

67,  835 

Utah  _ 

_  1,  095,  914 

Louisiana. 

76,  147 

Vermont . 

_  59,  044 

Maine 

12,  359 

Virginia 

_  214,  589 

Michigan.  . 

354,  108 

Washington 

_  2,  293,  608 

Minnesota  . 

456,  367 

West  Virginia. 

_  130,  226 

Mississippi 

155,  671 

Wisconsin.  _ 

_  184,  545 

Missouri. 

168,  659 

Wyoming. 

_  1,407,712 

Montana 

_  2, 

630,  481 

Puei'to  Rico  .  .  . 

_  9,  307 

Nebraska.. 
Nevada..  _  .  . 

30,  805 
591,  970 

Total 

_  33,  000,  000 

FOREST  DEVELOPMENT  ROADS  AND  TRAILS 

Forest  development  roads  and  trails  are  those  routes  of  primary 
importance  for  the  protection,  administration,  and  development  ol 
the  national  forests  and  the  use  and  development  of  resources  upon 
which  communities  within  or  adjacent  to  the  national  forests  are 
dependent.  These' roads  and  trails  are  necessary  tor  economical 
marketing  of  timber  on  a  sustained  yield  basis  from  the  national  forests 
and  other  Federal  land,  and  constitute  an  investment  by  the  Federal 
Government  that  will  return  to  the  Treasury  many  times  their  cost. 
This  system  of  roads  and  trails  is  administered  by  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  through  the  U.S.  Forest  Service.  The  Bureau  of  Public 
Roads,  at  the  request  of  the  Forest  Service,  makes  surveys,  prepares 
plans  and  specifications,  and  supervises  construction  ot  certain  ol 
these  roads.  Funds  appropriated  for  this  class  of  roads  are  available 
for  both  construction  and  maintenance. 
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The  154  national  forests  and  18  national  grasslands  in  the  national  j 
forest  system  consist  of  186  million  acres  of  Federal  lands  in  39  States 
and  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico.  These  lands  produce  water, 
timber,  forage,  recreation  services,  fish,  big  game,  other  wildlife, 
and  minerals.  They  include  the  most  important  watersheds  in  the 
West  and  the  headwater  lands  of  many  important  rivers  in  the  East. 

The  forest  development  system  at  present  consists  of  179,213  miles 
of  roads  and  106,577  miles  of  trails.  It  is  estimated  that  when  com¬ 
pletely  installed  this  system  will  consist  of  542,250  miles  of  access 
roads  and  that  the  trail  network  will  be  reduced  to  80,000  miles. 
The  total  cost  of  completing  this  eventual  system  is  $6.7  billion. 

The  development  program  for  the  national  forests  which  was  sub¬ 
mitted  to  the  Congress  September  21,  1961,  sets  forth  the  resource 
management  and  development  work  needed  in  the  national  forests 
during  fiscal  years  1963-72  to  assure  that  the  forests  will  meet  their 
full  share  of  present  and  future  public  needs.  The  estimated  cost  of 
the  proposed  10-year  program  is  approximately  $1 .7  billion,  of  which 
$1.2  billion  should  be  financed  with  appropriated  funds.  The  balance  ^ 
of  about  $0.5  billion  would  constitute  work  performed  by  purchasers  * 
of  national  forest  timber  and  would  be  financed  by  appropriate 
allowances  in  the  appraisals  of  timber  offered  for  sale.  During  the 
same  decade  about  $242  million  will  be  required  for  maintenance,  of 
which  $182  million  would  be  appropriated  funds  and  $60  million 
required  of  purchasers  of  national  forest  timber  during  the  period. 
This  proposed  program  will  permit  completion  of  construction  and 
reconstruction  of  about  79,400  miles  of  multiple-purpose  roads  and 
8,000  miles  of  trails,  and  provide  maintenance  to  full  standards  of 
268,900  miles  of  existing  and  new  roads  and  trails. 

The  access  road  and  trail  program  is  essential  for  protection  of 
national  forest  resources  from  fire,  insects,  and  disease;  facilitates  the 
use  for  recreation,  hunting,  and  fishing  resources;  increases  the  volume 
of  timber  that  can  be  marketed,  especially  for  small  sales,  and  the 
support  of  dependent  communities  and  small  business  enterprises; 
and  increases  the  level  of  salvage  cutting  of  dead  and  dying  timber 
stands  and  the  opportunity  to  promptly  salvage  losses  resulting  from 
fire,  windstorm,  insects,  and  disease. 

The  current  receipts  from  national  forest  timber  exceed  $100 
million.  These  financial  revenues  will  rise  to  about  $230  million  i 
annually  by  the  time  the  10-year  program  is  completed,  from  the  * 
annual  sale  of  13  billion  board  feet  of  sawtimber  expected  to  be 
reached.  On  the  basis  that  the  end  products  from  this  timber  will  be 
worth  about  $20  by  the  time  they  reach  the  ultimate  consumer  for 
every  dollar  of  national  forest  stumpage  sold,  the  total  consumer  value 
will  be  over  $4  billion.  Payments  from  national  forest  revenues  for 
county  schools  and  roads  will  increase  accordingly. 

At  the  present  time  the  national  forests  supply  high  quality  water 
to  1,800  towns  and  cities  in  the  West,  including  some  of  our  great  and 
growing  metropolitan  areas.  Irrigation  use  and  outdoor  recreation 
associated  with  the  3  million  acres  of  lakes  and  81 ,000  miles  of  streams 
in  the  national  forests  will  continue  to  grow.  By  1975  alone  it  is 
estimated  that  our  use  of  water  will  double,  and  by  the  year  2000  it 
will  be  necessary  to  derive  at  least  200  million  acre-feet  of  water  from 
national  forests  watersheds. 

Recreational  use  of  the  national  forest  system  is  increasing  at  an 
extreme,  rapid  rate,  as  our  growing  population  seeks  rest,  relaxation 
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and  pleasure  in  isolated  and  scenic  areas.  National  forest  use  for 
recreation  purposes  has  risen  from  approximately  27  million  visits  in 
1950  to  over  100  million  in  1961,  with  estimates'  of  195  million  visits 
by  1972,  and  a  probable  of  635  million  by  the  year  2000.  Forest 
development  road  and  trail  funds  can  be  used  for  vehicular  parking 
areas  and  for  sanitary,  water,  and  fire  control  facilities,  which  assists 
in  the  development  of  the  recreational  resources  of  the  national  forests. 
The  committee  was  advised  that  about  17  percent  of  the  road  and  trail 
portion  of  the  national  forest  program  is  used  for  roads  needed  for 
recreation,  and  that  the  10-year  program  includes  8,000  miles  of  roads 
which  are  of  primary  importance  for  recreation. 

The  Forest  Service  has  considered  roads  in  the  national  forests  that 
would  be  constructed  primarily  for  the  development,  use,  and  enjoy¬ 
ment  of  scenic  and  recreation  resources  of  the  national  forests  along 
the  route  of  the  roads.  Preliminary  reconnaissance  studies  have  been 
made  of  certain  of  these  forest  recreation  roads.  The  Forest  Service 
estimates  that  there  are  181  potential  forest  recreation  and  scenic 
roads  in  the  national  forests  located  in  30  States  with  a  total  length 
of  5,634  miles  and  a  probable  cost  of  about  $612  million.  The  com¬ 
mittee  favorably  considered  the  need  for  additional  funds  to  meet 
the  needs  and  demands  for  recreational  roads.  Realizing  that  the 
needs  are  great  and  apply  to  other  classes  of  Federal  lands  and  re¬ 
servations,  as  well  as  forest  lands,  authorization  for  these  additional 
funds  are  included  under  public  lands  highways. 

H.R.  12135  authorizes  an  additional  amount  of  $20  million  for  fiscal 
year  1963  to  bring  the  total  authorization  for  that  year  to  $60  million, 
$70  million  for  1964,  and  $85  million  for  1965,  as  compared  to  the 
present  level  of  $40  million.  The  committee  believes  these  amounts 
are  urgently  needed  to  keep  the  roadbuilding  program  more  nearly 
on  schedule  and  provide  the  access  needed  to  harvest  the  projected 
timber  cut,  and  meet  the  critical  needs  for  recreation  and  fire  roads. 

In  recent  months  the  depressed  condition  of  the  lumber  industry 
has  emphasized  the  need  for  immediate  remedial  action.  After  a 
recent  White  House  conference,  a  program  designed  to  assist  the 
lumber  industry  and  improve  its  competitive  position  was  announced. 
One  of  the  steps  outlined  was  the  acceleration  of  the  forest  develop¬ 
ment  road  and  trail  program  to  provide  access  and  make  possible  the 
sale  of  the  full  allowable  cut  of  timber  products  from  the  national 
forests.  Such  an  acceleration  would  also  permit  the  development  of 
multiple-purpose  roads  and  trails  and  thereby  intensify  the  use  and 
enjoyment  of  all  the  resources  of  the  national  forests.  Accordingly, 
the  committee  recommends  an  increase  in  the  authorization  for  fiscal 
year  1963  by  an  additional  amount  of  $10  million,  to  $20  million  in 
H.R.  12135,  and  a  total  of  $60  million  for  that  fiscal  year. 

Of  the  186  million  acres  of  land  under  Forest  Service  administration, 
approximately  80  million  acres  are  in  or  adjacent  to  present  areas  of 
labor  surplus  and  low  rural  income.  Acceleration  of  resource  develop¬ 
ment  would  contribute  materially  to  improving  the  economy  of  these 
areas. 

The  committee  believes  that  Federal  funds  invested  in  forest  devel¬ 
opment  roads  and  trails  will  return  to  the  Treasury  many  times  the 
amount  of  the  investment,  and  believes  that,  insofar  as  possible, 
Federal  appropriations  should  be  used,  rather  than  have  the  roads 
constructed  by  timber  purchasers.  The  increase  in  Federal  author- 
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izations  previously  made,  and  included  in  this  bill,  will  gradually 
approach  the  total  amount  expended  each  year  for  development  and 
access  roads  in  the  national  forests. 

PUBLIC  LANDS  DEVELOPMENT  ROADS  AND  TRAILS 

Section  6  of  H.R.  12135  amends  title  23,  United  States  Code,  to 
provide  for  a  new  category  of  roads  on  the  Federal  domain  to  be  known 
as  public  lands  development  roads  and  trails,  with  provisions  similar 
to  those  existing  for  other  roads  on  the  Federal  domain.  The  bill 
would  authorize  $2  million  for  fiscal  year  1964  and  $4  million  for 
fiscal  year  1965  for  this  new  category  of  public  lands  development 
roads  and  trails. 

Roads  constructed  under  this  authorization  would  be  selected  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  as  those  of  primary  importance  for  the 
development,  protection,  administration,  and  utilization  of  public 
lands  and  resources  under  his  control.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce 
would  have  the  responsibility  of  approving  the  location,  type,  and 
design  of  all  projects  for  these  roads  and  their  construction  would  be 
under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Department  of  Commerce. 
Funds  for  these  roads  would  be  available  for  construction  and  im¬ 
provement,  and  they  would  be  maintained  by  the  Secretary  of  the 
Interior  with  funds  appropriated  for  that  purpose.  Funds  would  also 
be  available  for  construction  of  vehicular  parking  areas  and  for 
sanitary,  water,  and  fire  control  facilities.  The  bill  includes  contract 
authorization  for  the  funds  authorized. 

The  committee  was  informed  that  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  administers  over  157  million  acres 
of  public  lands  in  the  Western  United  States  and  Alaska,  of  which 
about  44  million  acres  are  classed  as  commercial  forest  land  supporting 
a  timber  stand  volume  in  excess  of  204  billion  board  feet.  Approxi¬ 
mately  195  million  board  feet  of  timber  are  harvested  each  year  from 
these  public  domain  lands,  which  grosses  about  $5  million,  but  has  an 
end  product  value  of  $100  million  and  creates  an  estimated  2,500  man- 
years  of  labor,  a  contributing  factor  to  the  economic  growth  of 
adjacent  communities. 

Additionally  over  100  million  acres  of  public  range  lands  in  the 
Western  United  States  and  an  estimated  100  million  acres  of  usable 
livestock  and  big  game  range  in  Alaska  must  be  managed,  protected, 
and  developed.  Access  roads  are  essential  to  the  management  of 
these  lands.  Recreational  pressures  for  increased  use  of  these  lands 
by  the  public  further  emphasize  the  critical  needs  for  adequate  roads  . 

Heretofore  it  has  been  the  practice  to  construct  most  of  the  roads  on 
Bureau  of  Land  Management  lands  in  forested  areas  through  timber 
sale  contract  requirements.  These  roads  may  serve  their  primary 
purpose,  but  in  most  instances  they  are  not  adequate  for  the  expanded 
use  now  placed  on  them.  Construction  of  roads  by  timber  sale 
purchasers  places  a  burden  on  them,  and  the  standards  of  the  roads 
they  provide  are  not  adequate  for  the  needs  for  full  resource  develop¬ 
ment. 

The  funds  authorized  would  permit  construction  of  over  300  miles 
of  road  in  fiscal  year  1964,  and  about  630  miles  in  fiscal  year  1965. 
The  rehabilitation  and  development  of  public  lands  for  their  many 
uses  is  being  accelerated,  and  expenditures  for  roads  are  becoming  more 
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significant.  Inclusion  of  road  needs  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Manage¬ 
ment  within  the  regular  highway  legislation  will  provide  needed 
support  for  the  public  land  resource  program,  insofar  as  roads  are 
concerned,  and  will  afford  a  basis  for  timely  and  orderly  development 
of  roads.  The  committee  believes  it  proper  that  the  authorization 
for  roads  on  the  public  domain  should  be  combined  with  other  road 
authorizations  to  provide  a  more  comprehensive  bill  and  to  afford  an 
opportunity  for  adequate  consideration  within  the  total  road  program 
on  Federal  lands. 

PARK  ROADS  AND  TRAILS 

H.R.  12135  contains  authorization  for  roads  and  trails  in  national 
parks  in  the  amounts  of  $22  million  for  fiscal  year  1964,  and  $25 
million  for  fiscal  year  1965,  an  increase  over  amounts  of  $18  million 
authorized  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1962  and  1963  for  this  class  of 
highway. 

On  January  1,  1962,  the  National  Park  Service  administered  192 
individual  national  parks,  monuments,  recreation  areas,  and  other 
areas,  which  include  about  26  million  acres  of  federally  owned  lands. 
Visitors  to  these  areas  totaled  almost  80  million  during  1961.  These 
parks,  monuments,  and  other  areas  contain  about  7,000  miles  of  roads 
and  about  8,700  miles  of  trails.  These  roads  are  constructed  to 
emphasize  interesting  or  distinguishing  features,  and  are  supple¬ 
mented  by  trail  systems  to  accommodate  demands  of  visitors  who 
wish  to  venture  into  remote  or  wilderness  areas.  In  addition  to 
roads  and  trails  for  visitor  use,  utility  roads  and  truck  trails  required 
for  forest  protection,  ranger  patrol,  and  other  uses  are  constructed. 
Much  of  the  road  construction  in  recent  years  has  been  for  recon¬ 
structing  or  replacing  existing  roads,  many  of  which  were  constructed 
many  years  ago. 

The  Mission  66  program  is  underway  for  improvement  of  the  na¬ 
tional  parks  to  care  for  the  large  number  of  visitors  each  year.  Good 
progress  has  been  made  on  road  and  trail  construction  since  inception 
of  the  program  during  the  1957  fiscal  year.  During  the  ensuing  7- 
year  period,  more  than  $119  million  has  been  authorized  for  road  con¬ 
struction,  and  about  $75  million  will  be  needed  for  the  remaining  3 
years  to  carry  out  the  contemplated  roads  and  trails  construction. 
The  committee  was  advised  that  about  $181  million  is  estimated  to 
be  needed  for  this  purpose  after  1966. 

The  committee  believes  that  the  increase  in  funds  for  park  roads 
and  trails  is  justified  and  necessary  to  meet  the  growing  demands  for 
reconstructing  existing  roads;  to  provide  roads  in  areas  which  have 
been  added  to  the  national  park  system  in  recent  years;  for  those  areas 
which  are  proposed  for  addition  within  the  immediate  future  years; 
to  keep  the  funds  for  roads  and  trails  in  balance  with  funds  for  build¬ 
ings  and  other  construction;  and  to  provide  sufficient  funds  for  access 
and  circulatory  roads  in  campgrounds. 

PARKWAYS 

H.R.  12135,  as  amended,  includes  $16,550,000  for  fiscal  year  1964 
and  $16  million  for  1965.  Authorizations  for  1962  and  1963  are  $16 
million  for  each  year.  The  committee  recommends  an  increase  of 
$550,000  for  fiscal  year  1964,  to  be  used  for  relocation  work  on  the 
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Natchez  Trace  Parkway  in  connection  with  the  reservoir  of  the  Pearl 
River  Valley  Water  Supply  District  north  of  Jackson,  Miss.  This 
amount  is  needed  to  complete  the  paving  on  the  relocation. 

Parkway  funds  are  available  for  construction,  reconstruction,  and 
improvement  of  parkways  authorized  by  law  and  on  lands  to  which 
title  is  vested  in  the  United  States.  Many  of  these  parkways  are 
located  within  our  national  park  system,  and  good  progress  has  been 
made  on  the  parkway  program  under  the  Mission  66  program.  The 
amount  of  $109  million  has  been  authorized  for  parkways  construc¬ 
tion  since  the  beginning  of  that  program.  The  nine  parkwa3rs  total 
approximately  1,100  miles,  of  which  about  672  miles  have  been  com¬ 
pleted  and  about  140  miles  are  under  construction.  It  is  estimated 
that  about  $130  million  will  be  required  .to  complete  six  of  the  park¬ 
ways,  beginning  with  fiscal  year  1964.  Work  on  parkways  is  per¬ 
formed  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  in  conformity  with  regulations 
jointly  approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior. 

INDIAN  RESERVATION  ROADS 

H.R.  12135  authorizes  $16  million  for  fiscal  year  1964,  and  $18 
million  for  fiscal  year  1965,  for  roads  and  bridges  on  Indian  reserva¬ 
tions,  an  increase  from  $12  million,  the  present  level  of  authorization. 

The  committee  believes  that  the  increase  in  the  authorization  for 
Indian  reservation  roads  would  enable  the  Indian  Bureau  to  attain 
important  objectives  in  education,  conservation,  and  recreation,  pro¬ 
viding  a  better  balanced  and  more  efficient  program. 

Many  of  the  existing  schoolbus  roads  are  inadequate,  cause  severe 
damage  to  equipment,  and  are  impassable  in  bad  weather.  All- 
weather  roads  are  needed  to  permit  school  attendance  of  additional 
Indian  pupils  on  a  day  rather  than  a  boarding  basis,  thus  reducing  the 
cost  of  construction  and  operation  of  schools.  This  will  improve  con¬ 
ditions  and  permit  eventual  transfer  of  Indian  schools  to  the  public 
school  system  and  withdrawal  of  Federal  services.  The  number  of 
tourists  seeking  recreation  in  the  picturesque  Indian  country  is  rapidly 
increasing,  which  furnishes  an  important  economic  opportunity  for 
the  Indian  people.  Expansion  of  industry  on  the  reservations  is  now 
underway  in  the  form  of  mining,  oil  and  gas,  uranium,  timber,  cattle, 
and  farming.  The  efficient  operation  of  these  industries  and  the  full 
development  of  their  potential,  and  the  protection,  conservation,  and 
management  of  the  natural  resources  on  which  these  industries  are 
based,  require  an  acceleration  of  the  Indian  Bureau  road  program. 

PUBLIC  LANDS  HIGHWAY 

Federal-aid  acts  since  1950  have  provided  funds  to  assist  the  States 
in  developing  main  roads  through  unappropriated  or  unreserved  public 
lands,  nontaxable  Indian  lands,  or  other  Federal  reservations.  These 
funds  have  been  allotted  by  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  on  the  basis 
of  need  to  specific  projects  in  various  States.  The  committee  was 
advised  that  the  backlog  of  requests  for  projects  from  funds  in  this 
category  amounts  to  about  $50  million.  There  are  still  many  im¬ 
portant  sections  of  Federal-aid  highways  and  segments  of  other  high¬ 
ways  located  within  the  Federal  domain  which  are  in  need  of  improve¬ 
ment.  Completion  of  many  of  these  routes  will  provide  direct  access 
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to  these  Federal  lands,  provide  interconnections  between  existing 
highways  to  avoid  wide  detours  around  such  land  to  reach  points  a 
short  distance  away,  and  permit  the  multiple-purpose  development 
and  utilization  of  these  Federal  lands. 

As  additional  nationwide  segments  of  the  primary,  secondary,  and 
interstate  systems  are  completed,  they  provide  facilities  for  greater 
traffic  volumes  and  access  to  our  Federal  lands,  and  will  greatly 
increase  the  number  of  tourists  and  visitors  seeking  recreation  in  our 
national  forests,  national  parks,  monuments,  and  other  Federal 
reservations.  Access  roads  from  these  highways  to,  through,  and  on 
such  reservations  are  needed  to  permit  their  full  utilization. 

The  committee  was  fully  advised  of  the  need  for  additional  recrea¬ 
tional  and  scenic  highways  on  Federal  lands,  and  considered  several 
specific  projects  that  have  been  studied  and  some  that  are  underway. 
Officials  of  the  Forest  Service  advised  the  committee  that  they  have 
made  preliminary  reconnaissance  studies  and  estimates  of  cost  of 
three  recreation  and  scenic  roads  in  the  national  forests,  and  studies 
o.of  other  routes  desired  for  recreational  purposes. 
w  Of  the  routes  studied,  one  in  the  Monongahela  National  Forest  in 
West  Virginia  would  be  about  160  miles  long  and  would  cost  about 
$23  million  to  fully  develop.  Another  in  the  Cherokee  National 
Forest  in  Tennessee  and  the  Nantahala  National  Forest  in  North 
Carolina  would  extend  from  Tellico  Plains,  Tenn.,  to  Robbinsville, 
N.C.,  a  distance  of  about  48  miles,  with  an  estimated  cost  of  $7  million. 
The  recreation  and  scenic  road  in  the  Ouachita  National  Forest 
between  Mena,  Ark.,  and  U.S.  Highway  No.  271  north  of  Talihina, 
Okla.,  would  be  about  55  miles  long  and  cost  about  $7  million,  includ¬ 
ing  the  Holson  Valley  Road.  Other  specific  projects  on  public  lands 
includes  the  Lagunitas  Road  in  the  Carson  National  Forest,  N.  Mex., 
extending  from  Tres  Piedras,  N.  Mex.,  45  miles  to  the  vicinity  of 
Cumbres,  Colo.,  estimated  cost  $3.6  million;  a  bridge  and  section  of 
highway  crossing  the  Colorado  River  at  Hite,  Utah,  estimated  cost 
$4  million;  and  roads  on  Federal  lands  in  Georgia,  Montana,  and 
Arizona.  Plans  for  these  highways  are  well  along,  they  are  urgently 
desired  by  Federal,  State,  and  local  officials,  and  full  cooperation  by 
the  State  highway  departments  has  been  assured. 

The  committee  recommends  an  amendment  to  H.R.  12135,  which 
^  would  authorize  an  additional  amount  of  $6  million  for  public  lands 
*  highways  for  fiscal  year  1963,  and  increase  the  amounts  for  each  of 
the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  from  $3  million  to  $9  million,  a  total 
increase  of  $18  million  for  roads  in  this  category.  This  increased 
amount  is  recommended  with  the  realization  by  the  committee  of  the 
urgent  need  for  improvement  of  roads  in  this  category,  and  the  vast 
benefits  that  will  accrue  therefrom.  Based  on  information  presented 
to  the  committee  on  certain  specific  roads  in  this  category,  it  is  hoped 
that  in  allocation  of  the  additional  funds  recommended,  the  Federal 
Highway  Administrator  will  give  priority  to  the  needs  for  funds  for 
the  specific  public  lands  highway  projects  in  West  Virginia,  Tennessee, 
North  Carolina,  Arkansas-Oklahoma,  New  Mexico,  Montana,  Ari¬ 
zona,  and  Utah. 

The  testimony  received  from  various  Federal  representatives 
stressed  the  need  for  roads  for  recreation  on  Federal  lands  and  reser¬ 
vations.  The  committee  wishes  to  encourage  the  coordination  of  all 
Federal  agencies  in  their  studies  of  such  roads  and  development  of 
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plans  in  connection  therewith,  which  will  go  far  toward  meeting  the  : 
objectives  expressed  in  the  President’s  message  on  natural  resources 
(H.  Doc.  No.  94,  87th  Cong.),  and  the  recommendations  of  the  Out¬ 
door  Recreation  Resources  Review  Commission. 

PUBLIC  DOMAIN  ROAD  FINANCING 

As  under  existing  law,  all  of  the  appropriations  for  roads  in  the 
public  domain  authorized  by  H.R.  12135  will  be  made  from  the  general 
funds  of  the  Treasury.  Funds  authorized  for  these  roads  are  avail¬ 
able  for  contract  upon  apportionment,  or  a  date  not  earlier  than  1  year 
preceding  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  authorized  if  no 
apportionment  is  required. 


THE  RAMA  ROAD 

The  Rama  Road  is  being  constructed  by  the  United  States  in  lieu 
of  the  once-proposed  canal  across  Nicaragua.  It  extends  from  San 
Benito,  on  the  Inter-American  Highway  22  miles  north  of  Managua,  ( 
155  miles  east  to  Rama,  a  river  port  on  the  Escondido  River  which 
flows  into  the  Caribbean  near  Bluefields  and  El  Bluff.  It  will  connect 
the  major  population  area  of  the  country  on  the  Pacific  coast  with  an 
inland  deepwater  port  on  the  Atlantic  coast,  provide  access  from 
ocean  to  ocean,  and  open  to  development  a  large  fertile  area  in  the 
eastern  part  of  Nicaragua.  The  importance  of  this  road  is  not  only 
economic  but  also  political,  as  it  unites  two  sections  of  the  country 
which  have  heretofore  been  completely  separated,  except  by  air  trans¬ 
port  or  small-boat  traffic. 

The  Rama  Road  is  complete  and  open  to  travel  at  all  seasons  of  the 
year  from  San  Benito  to  Los  Tanques  Creek  beyond  Muelle  de  los 
Bueyes  on  the  west  bank  of  Rio  Mico,  a  distance  of  about  136  miles. 

A  contract  for  grading,  drainage,  and  subbase  of  the  section  from 
Los  Tanques  Creek  to  the  Siquia  River,  14  miles  and  six  bridges,  is 
underway.  This  will  complete  the  road  to  Rio  Siquia,  about  5  miles 
from  Rama.  The  Siquia  River  bridge  will  be  about  1,600  feet  long 
and  cost  about  $1  million.  The  estimated  cost  of  completing  the  road 
to  Rama,  including  the  bridge  across  Rio  Siquia  and  two  other  bridges, 
and  5  miles  of  highway  is  $2,350,000,  which  was  requested  in  the  a 
budget  for  fiscal  year  1963.  There  is  a  deficit  of  $850,000  in  I 
authorization. 

The  Rama  Road  is  paved  for  a  distance  of  about  10  miles  from  its 
junction  with  the  lnter-imerican  Highway  at  San  Benito,  and  17 
miles  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Continental  Divide  near  Villa  Somoza. 
The  United  States  is  committed  to  constructing  the  Rama  Road 
only  to  an  all-weather  gravel  surface.  The  27  miles  already  paved 
was  done  by  the  Government  of  Nicaragua,  which  contemplates  pav¬ 
ing  the  remainder  of  the  road.  Nicaragua  has  expended  approxi¬ 
mately  $4.8  million  of  its  funds  on  the  road. 

Significant  economic  development  has  taken  place  along  the  Rama 
Road  during  the  past  7  years,  and  is  continuing  at  a  rapid  pace. 
Large  areas  adjacent  to  the  road  have  been  cleared,  placed  in  cultiva¬ 
tion,  and  homes  and  churches  constructed,  and  a  permanent  popula¬ 
tion  settled.  Schools,  villages,  service  stations,  and  ranches  have  been 
established,  and  promising  cattle,  coffee,  mining,  and  other  industries 
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developed.  Augmented  truck  and  bus  traffic  has  resulted  in  increased 
imports  of  U.S.  vehicles,  parts,  petroleum  and  allied  products.  De¬ 
velopment  of  a  port  at  Rama  will  facilitate  shipping  and  lower  the  cost 
of  Nicaraguan  imports  and  exports.  Only  a  small  amount  of  dredging 
near  the  mouth  of  the  Escondido  River  will  permit  oceangoing  vessels 
■  to  proceed  upstream  to  Rama. 

The  committee  believes  that  prompt  completion  of  the  Rama  Road 
will  assist  greatly  in  the  economic  development  of  Nicaragua,  and 
influence  the  faith  and  confidence  that  Nicaragua  and  the  other 
countries  in  Latin  America  have  in  U.S.  commitments.  It  realizes 
that  the  general  increasing  trend  in  prices  and  the  more  difficult  con¬ 
struction  problems  encountered  in  the  dense  rain  forests  toward  the 
Atlantic  coast  of  Nicaragua  have  contributed  to  exceeding  the  basic 
cost  made  several  years  ago  for  completion  of  the  road.  The  com¬ 
mittee  recommends  an  additional  authorization  for  appropriation  of 
$850,000  to  complete  the  Rama  Road  in  accordance  with  our  agree¬ 
ment  with  Nicaragua,  and  for  protection  and  realization  of  the  full 
value  of  our  $14.5  million  investment  in  this  important  road  linking 
the  Inter-American  Highway  and  the  east  coast  river  port  of  Rama. 

THE  INTER-AMERICAN  HIGHWAY 

The  Inter-American  Highway  is  that  portion  of  the  Pan-American 
Highway  extending  from  Laredo,  Tex.,  to  Panama  City,  the  Pacific 
terminal  of  the  Panama  Canal,  a  total  distance  of  about  3,142  miles  of 
which  1,587  miles  are  in  Mexico.  The  Government  of  Mexico  has 
completed  the  Mexican  section  without  assistance  from  the  United 
States. 

,  Funds  were  made  available  by  the  Congress  for  initial  construction 
on  the  Inter-American  Highway  in  1934.  The  Federal-Aid  Highway 
Acts  of  1950,  1952,  and  1954  authorized  a  total  of  $40  million  for  work 
on  the  highway,  but  until  the  end  of  fiscal  year  1955,  the  appropriation 
of  funds  had  not  kept  pace  with  the  authorizations  and  the  work  on 
the  highway  from  1951  to  1955  was  limited  by  a  lack  of  funds  and 
lack  of  assurance  that  continuing  funds  would  be  made  available. 

In  June  and  July  of  1955'  the  U.S.  Congress  appropriated  $62,980,000 
to  expedite  completion  of  the  highway,  and  authorized  an  additional 
$12  million,  which  was  appropriated  in  June  1957.  An  additional 
$10  million  was  appropriated  in  August  1958,  making  a  total  of 
$84,980,000  appropriated  since  1955,  the  entire  amount  authorized. 
The  total  authorizations  and  appropriations  made  by  the  U.S.  Congress 
for  the  Inter-American  Highway  are  $138,703,000,  practically  all  of 
which  has  been  obligated. 

It  was  the  original  conception  that  the  United  States  would  con¬ 
tribute  two-thirds  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  the  Inter-American 
Highway.  The  later  authorizing  acts  provided,  however,  that  a 
portion  of  the  funds  appropriated,  generally  not  to  exceed  one-third, 
may  be  expended  without  requiring  the  country  or  countries  in  which 
such  sums  were  expended  to  match  such  portion,  if  the  Secretary  of 
State  found  that  the  cost  of  constructing  the  highway  in  said  country 
or  countries  would  be  beyond  their  reasonable  capacity  to  bear.  The 
total  amount  of  funds  expended  or  committed  by  the  Central  American 
Republics  and  Panama  on  construction  of  the  Inter-American  High¬ 
way  has  been  about  $82  million. 
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Some  work  has  been  done  on  the  entire  1,555  miles  south  of  the 
Mexican  border.  At  the  present  time,  1,133  miles  have  been  paved. 
There  will  then  remain  422  miles  to  be  paved,  of  which  360  miles  now 
have  an  all-weather  gravel  surface.  The  entire  highway  will  be  open ' 
and  passable  at  all  times  upon  completion  of  construction  of  bridges 
on  the  133-mile  section  in  Costa  Rica  from  San  Isidro  to  the  Panama 
border,  which  now  has  an  all-weather  gravel  surface.  A  62-mile 
impassable  section  in  Panama  is  on  a  cutoff,  and  can  be  bypassed  on 
the  existing  paved  Panama  National  Highway,  which  pavement  is 
substandard,  on  crooked  alinement,  but  passable  at  all  times. 

To  realize  the  potential  benefits  of  the  Inter-American  Highway  and 
protect  the  investment  the  United  States  has  made  therein,  it  is 
believed  essential  that  a  program  for  its  early  completion  be  adopted. 
Representatives  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  have  estimated  that 
the  present  cost  of  completing  the  highway  to  standards  contemplated 
under  the  authorizing  acts  will  require  an  additional  amount  of  $32 
million  U.S.  funds.  The  matching  funds  for  the  Central  American 
countries  would  provide  $16  million,  or  a  total  of  about  $48  million 
to  complete  the  highway.  The  countries  have  indicated  that  they 
can  provide  the  necessary  matching  funds. 

The  remaining  work  to  be  done  includes  completion  of  paving  in 
Guatemala,  Nicaragua,  Costa  Rica,  and  Panama;  widening  of  sub¬ 
standard  sections;  improvement  of  drainage;  heavy  retaining  wall  and 
revetment  work  through  the  unstable  mountainous  terrain  of  Guate¬ 
mala  and  Costa  Rica ;  repaving  short  sections  where  former  light  paving 
has  failed;  and  completion  of  the  grading,  drainage,  base,  bridges,  and 
paving  of  the  Guabala-Santiago  Cutoff  in  Panama.  After  the  con¬ 
clusion  of  this  work,  the  responsibility  of  the  United  States  for 
completion  of  the  Inter-American  Highway  will  be  terminated. 

The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce,  has 
been  assigned  the  mission  to  initiate,  direct,  and  supervise  the  admin¬ 
istrative  and  technical  activities  required  for  the  survey,  design, 
and  construction  of  the  Inter-American  Highway,  and  to  furnish 
administrative  and  technical  advice  and  consulting  service  covering 
the  full  scope  of  highway  finance,  surveys,  design,  construction,  and 
maintenance,  to  the  highway  departments  of  the  various  Republics, 
and  to  assist  them  in  establishing  such  highway  departments.  These 
highway  departments  are  gradually  taking  over  the  functions  of  design , 
award  of  contracts,  and  supervision  of  construction  and  maintenance, 
just  as  the  highway  departments  in  the  States  perform.  To  suspend 
work  on  the  Inter-American  Highway  at  this  time  will  necessitate 
disbanding  and  demobilizing  the  engineering  organization  of  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  and  certain  contracting  firms  in  Central 
America,  and  leave  the  Republics  without  adequate  organizations  to 
assume  the  necessary  operations  in  connection  with  the  highway. 
Resumption  of  work  at  any  time  would  require  mobilizing  again  and 
would  increase  the  cost  of  future  work. 

The  committee  has  been  concerned  with  the  increase  in  the  cost  of 
completion  of  the  Inter-American  Highway.  Several  times  in  the 
past,  officials  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  have  appeared  before 
the  committee  to  justify  requests  for  authorization  for  additional 
funds  for  completion  of  the  highway  on  the  basis  of  their  estimates  of 
cost  of  completion  at  that  time.  During  inspection  of  the  highway 
at  various  times  by  members  of  the  committee  they  were  very  much 
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impressed  with  the  work  that  has  been  completed,  and  had  opportu¬ 
nities  to  observe  the  heavy  cuts  and  fills  on  completed  sections,  the 
rough  terrain  through  which  many  miles  of  the  road  pass,  the  remote 
and  isolated  areas,  and  the  tremendous  costs  involved  in  construction 
of  this  highway.  It  is  realized  that  some  construction  funds  have 
been  used  for  removal  of  slides  and  rebuilding  sections  after  comple¬ 
tion,  but  before  turning  them  over  to  the  country  for  maintenance. 
Resurfacing  a  few  gaps  will  also  be  necessary  where  the  original  light 
surfacing  has  failed  due  to  heavy  traffic  not  anticipated  at  the  time 
the  surface  was  applied. 

The  committee  believes  that  we  have  now  reached  a  point  where  it 
is  very  easy  to  see  the  completion  of  this  most  important  highway 
artery,  and  that  its  cost  of  completion  can  be  estimated  rather  ac¬ 
curately.  It  is  hoped  that  the  estimates  presented  at  this  time  as  to 
the  amounts  needed  to  complete  the  Inter-American  Highway  will 
be  more  accurate  than  those  presented  in  the  past. 

The  committee  has  also  been  concerned  with  the  problem  of  ade- 
|  quate  maintenance  of  the  highway  after  its  completion.  The  agree¬ 
ments  executed  between  the  United  States  and  each  country  with 
respect  to  construction  of  the  Inter-American  Highway  provide  that 
such  countries  will  maintain  the  highway  to  satisfactory  standards 
at  their  own  expense.  It  has  been  found  that  the  heavy  cost  of 
maintenance  has  exceeded  that  anticipated,  and  some  of  the  countries 
have  met  with  difficulties  in  financing  proper  maintenance  of  the  high¬ 
way.  Personnel  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  have  been  providing 
technical  assistance  to  the  highway  departments  of  the  various 
Republics  in  maintenance  matters,  and  the  highway  departments  of 
some  Republics  are  gradually  assuming  more  of  the  maintenance. 
It  is  realized  that  full  maintenance  cannot  be  assumed  by  each 
Republic  until  the  entire  highway  is  completed  in  such  country. 

Various  Republics  and  the  International  Road  Federation  have 
advocated  the  establishment  of  an  Inter- American  Highway  Authority 
to  maintain  the  highway  after  its  completion.  The  estimated  cost 
for  operations  of  such  an  authority  for  the  first  5  years  is  $16  million. 
Several  of  the  countries  have  indicated  that  this  initial  investment  is 
beyond  their  economic  capabilities  and  have  requested  financial  par¬ 
ticipation  by  the  United  States,  in  at  least  the  first  5  years  of  such  a 
|  plan.  This  arrangement  could  be  considered  as  a  part  of  the  overall 
U.S.  foreign  aid  development  program.  It  is  understood  that  the 
U.S.  Coordinator  for  the  Alliance  for  Progress  has  advised  that  such 
a  proposal  to  help  finance  and  encourage  the  formation  of  an  Inter- 
American  Highway  Authority  is  in  accord  with  the  planning  opera¬ 
tions  of  that  agency  in  this  area.  However,  it  was  indicated  that 
such  participation  by  the  United  States  might  be  in  the  form  of  a 
multilateral  loan  to  the  Central  American  countries. 

The  committee  is  of  the  opinion  that  provisions  for  positive  assur¬ 
ances  of  adequate  maintenance  of  the  completed  highway  should  be 
included  in  the  authorization  for  additional  funds,  in  order  to  protect 
the  large  U.S.  investment  therein.  With  the  anticipated  traffic  over 
the  highway,  it  will  deteriorate  rapidly  unless  properly  maintained. 
Participation  by  the  United  States  of  50  percent  of  the  financial  cost 
of  a  maintenance  authority  for  the  first  5  years,  or  $8  million,  is  not 
considered  excessive,  in  view  of  the  large  benefits  that  will  be  realized. 
The  remaining  50  percent  would  be  borne  by  each  of  the  Central 
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American  Republics  in  proportion  to  its  share  of  the  highway  mileage. 
Such  participation  for  a  5-year  period  is  believed  advisable  to  give 
the  large  cuts  and  fills  in  the  mountainous  and  rugged  areas  time  to 
settle  and  stabilize,  after  which  period  the  costs  of  maintenance 
should  decrease  materially,  and  the  highway  departments  of  the 
Republics  should  be  adequately  organized  and  trained  to  take  care  of 
the  proper  maintenance  of  the  highway  at  that  time. 

The  early  completion  of  the  Inter- American  Highway  to  a  hard- 
surfaced  and  serviceable  road  linking  the  United  States  and  the 
countries  through  which  it  passes  and  extending  to  the  Panama  Canal 
Zone  has  long  been  an  established  objective  of  U.S.  policy.  Its  com¬ 
pletion  is  of  great  importance  for  the  economic  and  political  develop¬ 
ment  and  stabilization  of  the  entire  Central  American  region,  and  for 
the  enhancement  of,  and  the  relations  between,  the  United  States 
and  Guatemala,  El  Salvador,  Honduras,  Nicaragua,  Costa  Rica,  and 
Panama.  Its  completion  would  intensify  its  use  throughout,  reduce 
the  isolation  from  each  other  of  the  peoples  along  it,  and  contribute 
toward  greater  unity  among  the  isthmian  Republics,  thus  reducing  | 
much  local  political  turbulence  and  advance  the  region  toward  the 
condition  of  political  stability  which  is  so  essential  for  its  accelerated 
progress  in  the  economic  and  social  fields.  Increased  contact  between 
the  United  States  and  the  countries  traversed  by  the  highway  through 
tourism,  commercial  travel,  and  transport  should  result  in  a  variety 
of  mutual  benefits,  which  would  strengthen  our  relations  with  those 
countries  as  they  move  forward  under  the  Alliance  for  Progress. 

The  Inter- American  Highway  forms  the  backbone  of  the  local  high¬ 
way  systems  in  all  the  Republics.  They  are  all  making  rapid  strides 
in  development  of  feeder  roads  connecting  with  the  highway,  and  in 
construction  of  other  roads  into  remote  and  isolated  areas,  which 
opens  such  areas  for  development  and  transportation  of  their  products 
to  market. 

The  Panama  Canal  is  now  crossed  by  a  lock-level  bridge  imme¬ 
diately  below  the  Miraflores  locks,  or  by  a  ferry  at  the  new  bridge 
site  near  the  Pacific  entrance.  The  new  $25  million  bridge  is  under 
construction  and  will  be  completed  later  this  year.  Completion  of 
this  bridge  will  eliminate  delays  to  traffic  from  use  of  the  ferry,  and 
from  the  opening  of  the  bridge  at  Miraflores  locks  as  ships  transit 
the  canal.  This  new  bridge  is  on  the  Inter-American  Highway,  and 
it  appears  that  its  completion  will  be  in  advance  of  completion  of 
the  highway.  Surveys  are  underway  for  extension  of  the  Pan-Ameri¬ 
can  Highway  through  the  Darien  Gap  between  Panama  and  Colombia, 
thus  completing  the  last  remaining  gap  connecting  the  Pan-American 
Highway  systems  in  North  and  South  America. 

The  committee  recommends  authorization  of  an  additional  amount 
of  $32  million  for  completion  of  the  Inter- American  Highway,  with  a 
provision  that  no  part  of  such  sum  shall  be  obligated  in  any  country 
until  that  country  demonstrates,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary, 
that  it  is  capable  of  and  willing  to  meet  its  commitment  for  main¬ 
tenance  under  the  agreements  previously  entered  into  pursuant  to 
section  212(a)(5),  title  23,  United  States  Code.  Contract  authority 
for  immediate  use  of  the  funds,  upon  compliance  with  the  commit¬ 
ment  for  maintenance,  is  included. 
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The  committee  was  advised  that  the  funds  necessary  to  complete 
the  highway  would  be  allocated  to  the  various  Republics  in  the  follow¬ 


ing  approximate  amounts: 

Estimated  cost 

Country:  to  complete 

Guatemala - u -  $8,210,000 

Nicaragua -  970,000 

Costa  Rica -  13,  784,  000 

Panama -  7,  248,  000 

U.S.  engineering  and  administration _  1,  788,  000 


Total _  32,000,000 


ASSISTANCE  FOR  DISPLACED  FAMILIES  AND  BUSINESSES 

Section  5  of  H.R.  12135  adds  a  new  section  to  title  23,  United  States 
Code,  section  133,  entitled  "Relocation  Assistance.” 

This  section  provides  that  before  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  may 
approve  a  project  for  the  acquisition  of  right-of-way  or  actual  con¬ 
struction,  he  will  require  the  State  highway  department  to  give  satis¬ 
factory  assurance  that  relocation  advisory  assistance  will  be  provided 
for  the  relocation  of  families  displaced  by  acquisition  or  clearance  of 
rights-of-way  for  any  Federal-aid  highway.  It  also  requires  the  Sec¬ 
retary  to  approve  as  part  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  a  project  on 
any  of  the  Federal-aid  systems,  such  relocation  payments  as  may 
have  been  made  by  a  State  highway  department,  or  its  designated 
agent,  to  displaced  individuals,  families,  business  concerns  (including 
operation  of  a  farm),  and  nonprofit  organizations,  for  their  reasonable 
and  necessary  moving  expenses.  The  provisions  apply  to  projects 
approved  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  section. 

It  is  left  to  each  State  to  determine  whether  or  not  it  desires  to  make 
relocation  payments,  and  such  payments  will  not  be  required  by  any 
State  where  not  authorized  by  State  law.  However,  where  a  State 
highway  department,  or  local  public  agency  acting  as  its  agent  for  the 
purpose,  makes  relocation  payments  to  eligible  persons,  Federal-aid 
participation  will  be  permitted  subject  to  rules  and  regulations  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Secretary. 

In  the  case  of  an  individual  or  family,  so  much  of  the  relocation 
payment  as  does  not  exceed  $200  shall  be  eligible  for  Federal-aid 
participation,  although  the  Secretary  may  authorize  the  payment  of 
fixed  amounts  within  the  ceiling  in  lieu  of  actual  reasonable  and 
necessary  moving  expenses  (i.e.,  so  much  per  room,  etc.). 

In  the  case  of  a  business  concern  (including  the  operation  of  a  farm) 
or  a  nonprofit  organization,  so  much  of  the  relocation  payment  as 
does  not  exceed  $3,000  shall  be  eligible  for  Federal-aid  participation, 
and  the  allowable  expenses  for  transportation  may  not  exceed  the 
cost  of  moving  50  miles. 

The  provisions  of  this  section  will  not  prevent  a  State  from  making 
larger  payments,  without  Federal-aid  participation,  in  any  portion  of 
a  payment  exceeding  the  prescribed  limits. 

The  committee  has  given  careful  consideration  to  the  matter  of 
relocation  assistance  for  persons  displaced  by  Federal-aid  highway 
construction.  It  is  in  general  agreement  with  the  recommendations 
of  the  President  in  1961  in  his  message  to  Congress  on  the  Federal- 
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aid  highway  program,  and  his  message  of  April  5,  1962,  relative  to 
the  transportation  system  of  the  Nation,  when  he  said: 

Last  year  in  a  message  to  the  Congress  on  the  Federal-aid 
highway  program,  I  called  attention  to  the  problems  of 
families  displaced  by  new  highway  construction  and  proposed 
that  the  Federal  highway  law  be  amended  to  require  assist¬ 
ance  to  such  families  in  finding  decent  housing  at  reasonable 
cost.  The  need  for  such  assistance  to  alleviate  unnecessary 
hardship  is  still  urgent.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  has 
estimated  that,  under  the  interstate  highway  program 
alone,  15,000  families  and  1,500  businesses  are  being  dis¬ 
placed  each  year,  and  the  proposed  urban  mass  transporta¬ 
tion  program  will  further  increase  the  number  of  persons 
affected. 

To  move  toward  equity  among  the  various  federally 
assisted  programs  causing  displacement,  I  recommend 
that  assistance  and  requirements  similar  to  those  now  appli¬ 
cable  to  the  urban  renewal  program  be  authorized  for  the 
Federal-aid  highway  program  and  the  urban  mass  transpor¬ 
tation  program. 

In  a  recent  letter  expressing  appreciation  to  the  Housing  and  Home 
Finance  Administrator  and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  for  their 
“Joint  Report  on  Urban  Transportation,”  the  President  said: 

I  noted  particularly  that  you  concerned  yourselves  with 
the  human  as  well  as  the  technical  and  financial  considera¬ 
tions  involved.  Many  thousands  of  our  citizens,  as  your 
report  states,  must  unavoidably  surrender  their  homes  and 
places  of  business  to  make  way  for  public  transportation 
improvements.  We  should  not  expect  them  to  suffer  the 
heavy  personal  cost  of  such  public  benefits  without  due 
recompense  and  assistance.  Where  public  necessity  imposes 
such  sacrifices,  it  should  be  accompanied  by  public  concern 
for  the  people  displaced. 

The  committee  believes  that  right-of-way  acquisition  should  be 
scheduled  well  in  advance  of  its  clearance  so  that  wherever  possible 
persons  to  be  displaced  will  be  in  a  position  to  find  suitable  accom¬ 
modations  on  their  own  initiative.  Congress  has  already  specifically 
authorized  payment  of  removal  expenses  in  connection  with  programs 
of  the  Defense  and  Interior  Departments,  and  the  Urban  Renewal 
Administration  of  the  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency.  Since 
1956,  one  of  the  costs  of  construction  of  a  highway  project  to  which 
the  Federal  Government  has  contributed  has  been  the  cost  of  relocation 
of  public  utility  facilities  occupying  public  rights-of-way.  The 
extension  of  the  principle  of  the  payment  of  costs  of  relocation  to 
human  beings  displaced  is  believed  fair  and  justifiable. 

The  committee  considered  the  requirement  that  the  State  highway 
department  give  satisfactory  assurance  that  there  exists  one  or  more 
feasible  methods  for  the  relocation  of  displaced  families.  It  was 
believed  that  this  requirement  would  place  an  unneccessary  burden 
on  the  State  highway  department,  particularly  prior  to  approval  of 
the  project  for  right-of-way  acquisition. 

The  committee  is  aware  that  certain  States  have  enacted  legislation 
requiring  some  form  of  relocation  assistance,  payable  to  businesses  as 
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well  as  residents.  Other  States  which  have  no  specific  statutes  on 
such  assistance  make  payment  for  moving  or  related  costs  under 
varying  conditions  as  a  result  of  jury  awards,  constitutional  interpre¬ 
tation,  or  administrative  action  of  the  State  highway  department. 
This  relocation  assistance  is  believed  to  be  a  logical  extension  of  the 
right-of-way  acquisition  program.  Property  owners  are  compensated 
for  property  actually  taken  for  highway  right-of-way  purposes,  but 
they  must  vacate  their  property  and  move  at  their  own  expense. 
Much  of  the  land  needed  for  rights-of-way  is  occupied  by  families  and 
businesses  who  rent  or  lease,  and  must  bear  the  expense  involved  in 
moving  to  accommodate  a  public  improvement.  These  tenants  are 
the  ones  who  suffer  a  real  hardship  and  bear  a  serious  financial  burden. 
The  committee  believes  that  many  of  the  potential  losses  can  be 
minimized  or  eliminated  by  a  workable  program  of  relocation 
assistance. 

The  estimated  cost  of  the  relocation  assistance  program  was  stated 
at  from  $75  million  to  $200  million.  The  committee  was  concerned 
over  the  impact  of  such  a  program  on  the  highway  trust  fund,  but 
believes  it  to  be  a  proper  charge  against  that  fund. 

The  committee  believes  that  most  States,  cities,  counties,  or  other 
political  subdivisions  have  agencies  qualified  to  provide  the  necessary 
relocation  advisory  assistance  for  families,  displaced  from  highway 
rights-of-way,  or  will  establish  such  agency.  Representatives  of 
Federal  housing  and  other  agencies  are  also  available  to  furnish 
assistance  to  such  agencies.  The  committee  expects  full  coopera¬ 
tion  and  coordination  between  one  or  more  governmental  agencies, 
Federal,  State,  and  local;  and  any  other  local  agency  designated  to 
furnish  the  assistance  authorized  by  this  section,  in  order  that  there 
be  no  undue  delay  in  the  progress  of  the  highway  program. 

FEDERAL-AID  SECONDARY  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM — URBAN  AREAS 

In  his  message  on  transportation,  the  President  recommended— 

That  the  Federal-aid  highway  law  be  amended  to  permit 
more  extensive  use  of  Federal-aid  secondary  funds  for  exten¬ 
sions  of  the  secondary  system  in  urban  areas. 

Section  6  of  the  bill  amends  section  103  of  title  23,  United  States 
Code,  to  remove  the  limitation  now  existing  in  that  section  which 
requires  that  only  urban  funds  may  be  used  for  certain  extensions  of 
the  secondary  system  within  urban  areas.  Under  the  amendment, 
a  State  may  use  Federal-aid  secondary  funds  apportioned  to  it  on 
extensions  of  that  system  which  pass  through  an  urban  area  or  connect 
with  another  Federal-aid  system  within  such  area.  This  provision 
would  permit  increased  flexibility  in  financing  improvements  on 
Federal-aid  secondary  routes  within  urban  areas,  and  promote  a 
system  of  improvements  in  such  areas,  particularly  in  those  areas 
having  important  feeder  routes  on  the  secondary  system  within  their 
boundaries. 

The  committee  was  advised  that  certain  States  are  finding  it  increas¬ 
ingly  difficult  to  improve  the  extensions  of  the  Federal-aid  secondary 
system  into  urban  areas  because  of  the  small  amount  of  urban  funds 
available  and  the  higher  priority  for  the  use  of  such  funds  for  arterial 
street  improvement  in  these  urban  areas.  This  creates  a  hardship 
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in  the  outlying  sections  of  the  larger  urban  areas  where  there  is  rapid 
suburban  expansion,  and  in  smaller  cities  where  the  urban  extensions 
of  secondary  routes  do  not  carry  a  sufficiently  large  volume  of  traffic 
to  merit  high  priority  on  available  urban  funds.  As  a  result,  in  many 
cases  secondary  routes  are  improved  up  to  the  urban  limits,  and 
urban  funds  are  not  available  for  their  improvement  within  the  city. 
This  was  one  of  the  conditions  that  led  to  the,  establishment  of  the 
urban  system  in  1944. 

It  is  believed  that  this  amendment  will  be  very  helpful  in  States 
that  contain  many  individual  and  grouped  urban  areas,  and  where 
the  transfer  of  funds  from  primary  or  secondary  apportionments  to 
the  class  of  urban  funds  for  the  purpose  of  improving  extensions  of 
secondary  routes  within  urban  areas  has  not  been  adequate  under  the 
provisions  of  section  104(c)  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  which 
permits  a  20  percent  interchange  of  funds  between  the  A-B-C  appor¬ 
tionments,  under  certain  conditions. 

The  committee  was  concerned  about  the  amount  of  Federal-aid 
secondary  funds  that  might  be  diverted  from  rural  areas  to  urban 
areas  as  a  result  of  this  amendment.  It  is  realized  that  this  amount 
would  vary  from  State  to  State,  and  such  amounts  so  utilized  would 
be  at  the  request  of  the  State  highway  department,  with  the  approval 
of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads.  The  proposed  amendment  does  not 
alter  the  existing  condition  relative  to  the  designation  of  the  extension 
of  the  secondary  system  passing  through  the  urban  area  or  connect 
with  another  Federal-aid  system  within  the  urban  area.  The  Federal- 
aid  secondary  system  consists  of  the  farm-to-market  roads,  and  to 
permit  its  full  utilization  should  extend  to  or  by  the  market  areas  in 
the  cities.  The  committee  hopes  that  the  designation  of  the  extensions 
of  the  secondary  system  will  be  coordinated  with  the  designation  of 
urban  routes,  and  construction  work  will  be  so  programed,  that 
complete  highway  routes  and  service  will  be  provided  to  permit  the 
farmers  to  transport  their  produce  to  markets  and  distribution  centers. 

TRANSPORTATION  PLANNING  IN  CERTAIN  URBAN  AREAS 

Section  7  of  the  bill  amends  title  23,  United  States  Code,  to  add  a 
new  section  declaring  that  the  encouragement  and  promotion  of 
development  of  transportation  systems  embracing  various  modes  of 
transport,  in  a  manner  that  will  serve  the  States  and  local  communities 
efficiently  and  effectively,  are  in  the  national  interest.  The  Secretary 
of  Commerce  is  directed  to  cooperate  with  the  States  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  long-range  highway  plans  and  programs  coordinated  with 
plans  for  improvements  of  other  affected  forms  of  transportation. 
This  provision  is  applicable  to  urban  areas  of  more  than  50,000  popula¬ 
tion.  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  not  approve  any  program 
after  July  1,  1965,  for  projects  in  any  urban  areas  of  more  than  50,000 
population  unless  he  finds  that  such  projects  are  based  on  a  continuing 
comprehensive  transportation  planning  process  carried  on  coopera¬ 
tively  by  States  and  localities. 

The  committee  is  very  much  aware  of  the  transportation  problems 
of  urban  areas  particularly  as  they  relate  to  highways  and  feels  that 
the  Federal-aid  highway  legislation  should  contain  a  provision  desig¬ 
nating  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  as  the  individual  responsible  for 
assuring  that  highway  plans  and  programs  in  larger  urban  areas  will 
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be  coordinated  with  plans  for  improvement  in  other  affected  forms 
of  transportation. 

This  section  would  encourage  transportation  planning  and  improve 
the  quality  of  urban  planning  generally.  It  would  not  delay  the 
current  Federal-aid  highway  program,  inasmuch  as  reasonable  time 
would  be  allowed  for  the  States  and  local  communities  to  establish 
the  continuing  planning  process  that  would  be  required. 

The  committee  recognizes  that  transportation  planning  is  almost 
invariably  a  continuing  process;  hence,  this  section  has  been  drawn 
in  such  way  as  to  make  it  clear  that  a  completed  comprehepsive  plan, 
as  such,  is  not  necessary  to  meet  its  requirements.  The  Secretary 
may  make  the  required  finding,  therefore,  based  on  a  continuin  g 
transportation  planning  process  which  conforms  with  the  stated 
objectives  of  this  section. 

The  cooperative  working  arrangements  undertaken  by  the  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads  of  the  Department  of  Commerce  with  the  State 
highway  departments  in  the  area  of  transportation  planning  will 
permit  the  Federal  guidance  and  leadership  necessary  to  achieve  the 
objective  of  sound  and  uniform  transportation  planning  in  these  urban 
areas  without  delaying  the  highway  program. 

RURAL  DELIVERY  AND  STAR  ROUTE  MILEAGE 

Existing  law  provides  that  Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary  funds 
be  apportioned  partially  on  the  basis  of  the  ratio  which  the  mileage 
of  rural  delivery  routes  and  star  routes  in  each  State  bears  to  the  total 
mileage  of  rural  delivery  and  star  routes  in  all  the  States  at  the  close 
of  the  next  preceding  fiscal  year,  as  shown  by  a  certificate  of  the  Post¬ 
master  General  which  he  is  directed  to  make  and  furnish  annually  to 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

Federal-aid  highway  funds  are  normally  apportioned  during  the 
midsummer  or  early  fall  for  the  next  following  fiscal  year,  but  are 
required  to  be  made  on  or  before  January  1  next  preceding  the  begin¬ 
ning  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  authorized.  For  example,  the  appor¬ 
tionment  of  fiscal  year  1963  funds  for  the  A-B-C  program  was  made 
on  October  10,  1961,  and  the  latest  date  such  apportionment  could 
have  been  made  was  January  1,  1962.  This  leaves  a  maximum  of  6 
months  between  the  controlling  date  for  mileage  statistics  and  the 
date  apportionments  are  made.  Considerable  difficulty  has  been 
experienced  in  obtaining  the  required  mileage  data  for  use  in  making 
these  apportionments,  particularly  when  Federal-aid  highway  funds 
are  apportioned  during  midsummer,  as  is  most  frequently  the  case. 

Section  8  of  H.R.  12135  amends  section  104  of  title  23,  United  States 
Code,  to  provide  that  the  Postmaster  General  shall  certify  the  mileage 
of  rural  delivery  and  star  routes  in  each  State  for  the  purposes  of  deter¬ 
mining  apportionments  for  the  Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary 
systems  on  a  calendar  year  rather  than  a  fiscal  year  basis,  that  is  as 
of  a  date  6  months  earlier  than  is  now  provided.  The  committee 
believes  that  this  provision  would  facilitate  apportionment  of  Federal- 
aid  primary  and  secondary  funds  computed  on  mileage  data  obtained 
reasonably  in  advance  of  such  apportionment,  without  affecting  the 
basis  on  which  such  funds  are  apportioned.  The  provisions  of  this 
section  would  be  applicable  only  with  respect  to  apportionments 
made  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  the  act. 
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HIGHWAY  PLANNING  AND  RESEARCH  FUNDS 

Section  307  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by  section 
11  of  H.R.  12135,  to  require  that  the  1}£  percent  of  apportioned 
Federal-aid  A-B-C  and  interstate  funds  which  the  States  may  now 
use  for  highway  planning  and  research  shall  be  used  only  for  these 
purposes  commencing  with  the  apportionment  for  the  fiscal  year  1964. 
In  addition;  a  State,  if  it  so  desires,  may  use'  an  additional  one-half 
of  1  percent  of  its  A-B-C  apportionment  for  highway  research  pur¬ 
poses.  All  amounts  available  and  used  for  highway  planning  and 
research  purposes  would  be  required  to  be  matched  by  the  States 
unless  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  determines  that  the  interest  of  the 
Federal-aid  highway  program  would  be  best  served  without  matching. 

The  existing  law  with  respect  to  1  %  percent  of  the  apportionments 
now  available  to  the  State  for  highway  planning  and  research  will 
continue  to  apply  to  funds  apportioned  for  fiscal  years  prior  to  the 
fiscal  year  1964,  but  unobligated  at  this  time. 

Under  section  11  any  of  the  1  %  percent  funds,  beginning  with  the 
apportionment  for  the  fiscal  year  1964,  not  used  for  highway  planning 
and  research  within  the  usual  period  of  availability,  would  lapse.  The 
committee  feels  that  highway  planning  and  research  activities  con¬ 
ducted  directly  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  should  be  expanded 
in  proportion  to  the  increased  highway  planning  and  research  activities 
by  the  State  highway  departments  and  should  be  financed  from  sums 
made  available  to  him  for  administration  and  research  under  section 
104(a)  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  under  the  normal  budgetary 
processes  which  have  been  followed  in  the  past.  Under  this  provision, 
the  existing  method  of  financing  such  activities  at  the  Federal  level 
would  be  continued. 

The  additional  one-half  of  1  percent,  if  not  used  for  highway 
research  purposes,  would  not  be  available  for  use  for  construction 
purposes,  and  would  be  subject  to  the  usual  lapse  provisions  of  section 
118  of  title  23,  United  States  Code. 

The  committee  believes  this  provision  is  necessary  in  order  to 
stimulate  additional  needed  highway  research  activities  in  the  Federal- 
State  cooperative  area.  Testimony  has  been  received  as  to  the  need 
for  increased  highway  research  activities,  and  it  is  felt  that  this  pro¬ 
vision  of  the  bill  meets  this  need  by  expanding  the  dollar  volume  of 
highway  research  activities  undertaken  by  or  through  the  State  high¬ 
way  departments  with  the  aid  of  Federal  funds. 

SECTION-BY-SECTION  ANALYSIS 

Section  1.  Short  title 

This  act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1962.” 
Section  2.  Authorizations 

This  section  provides  for  authorizations  for  projects  on  the  Federal- 
aid  primary  system,  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system,  extension  of 
these  systems  within  urban  areas,  and  for  miscellaneous  roads  on 
Federal  lands.  Authorizations  for  the  regular  Federal -aid  highway 
systems  are  $950  million  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and 
a  like  amount  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 


FEDERAL- AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  196  2 


27 


The  following  sums  would  be  authorized  by  HR.  12135  for  the  fiscal 
years  1963,  1964,  and  1965  for  the  regular  Federal-aid  systems  and  the 
Federal  domain  roads: 


[Millions  of  dollars] 


Classification 

Fiscal  years 

1963 

1964 

1965 

Federal-aid  systems: 

Primary _ 

427.  50 
285.00 
237.50 

427.  50 
285.00 
237.50 

Secondary _  _ 

Subtotal _ _ _ _ 

950.00 
33.00 
70.00 
2.00 
22.00 
16.  55 
16.00 
9.00 
.85 
32.00 

950. 00 
33.00 
85.00 
4.00 
25.00 
16.00 
18.00 
9.00 

Forest  highways _  _ 

Forest  development  roads  and  trails.  _ 

20 

Public  land  development  roads  and  trails _  _ 

Parkways. __  _ _  _ _ 

Public  lands  highways _  _  _ 

6 

Total _  _  .. 

26 

1, 151. 40 

1, 140. 00 

Section  8.  Rama  Road 

This  section  authorizes  the  additional  sum  of  $850,000  for  comple¬ 
tion  of  the  Rama  Road  in  Nicaragua,  to  be  expended  under  the  condi¬ 
tions  set  forth  in  section  213  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  and 
grants  contract  authority  for  immediate  use  of  these  funds. 

Section  4 ■  Inter- American  Highway 

This  section  authorizes  the  appropriation  of  the  additional  sum  of 
$32  million  for  completion  of  the  Inter-American  Highway  through 
Central  America  to  Panama  City  on  the  Panama  Canal,  to  be  ex¬ 
pended  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  212  of  title  23, 
United  States  Code.  No  part  of  this  authorization  shall  be  obligated 
in  any  country  until  that  country  demonstrates  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  Secretary  that  it  is  capable  of  and  willing  to  meet  its  commitment 
for  maintenance  under  the  agreements  previously  entered  into  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  212(a)(5)  of  title  23,  United  States  Code.  The  funds 
authorized  would  be  available  for  immediate  contract  upon  passage 
of  this  act  and  compliance  with  the  commitments  for  maintenance. 

Section  5.  Assistance  for  displaced  families  and  businesses 

This  section  adds  a  new  section  to  title  23,  United  States  Code, 
section  133,  entitled  “Relocation  Assistance.”  It  defines  as  an 
“eligible  person”  any  individual,  family,  business  concern  (including 
the  operation  of  a  farm),  and  nonprofit  organization  to  be  displaced 
by  construction  of  a  Federal-aid  highway  project. 

State  highway  departments  would  be  required  by  the  Secretary, 
prior  to  his  approval  of  any  project  for  right-of-way  acquisition  or 
actual  construction,  to  give  satisfactory  assurance  that  relocation 
advisory  assistance  shall  be  provided  for  the  relocation  of  families 
displaced  by  acquisition  or  clearance  of  rights-of-way  of  any  Federal- 
aid  highway  project. 

Relocation  payments  made  by  a  State  or  its  designated  agent  to 
eligible  persons  for  their  reasonable  and  necessary  moving  expenses 
caused  by  their  displacement  would  be  approved  by  the  Secretary  as 
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a  part  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  a  project.  A  State  would  not  be 
required  to  make  such  relocation  payments  unless  authorized  by  State 
law.  Such  payments  would  be  subject  to  rules  and  regulations  to  be 
prescribed  by  the  Secretary  and  would  not  exceed  $200  in  the  case  of 
an  individual  or  family,  or  $3,000  in  the  case  of  a  business  concern  or 
nonprofit  organization.  In  the  latter  case,  allowable  expenses  for 
transportation  would  not  exceed  the  cost  of  moving  50  miles  from  the 
point  of  displacement.  The  Secretary  may  authorize  reimbursement 
of  fixed  amounts  for  relocation  payments  to  families  or  individuals 
within  the  $200  ceiling  in  lieu  of  reasonable  and  necessary  moving 
expenses.  This  new  section  133  would  apply  only  to  projects  ap¬ 
proved  under  section  106  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  said  section  133. 

Section  6.  Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails 
This  section  amends  section  101  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  to 
add  the  definition  of  the  term  “public  lands  development  roads  and 
trails.”  It  also  adds  a  new  section  numbered  214,  to  establish  a  new 
category  of  public  lands  development  roads  and  trails  for  the  develop¬ 
ment,  protection,  administration,  and  utilization  of  lands  and  resources 
administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  of  the  Department 
of  the  Interior.  Available  funds  would  be  used  to  pay  the  cost  of 
construction  and  improvement  of  such  roads  and  trails,  and  could  be 
used  lor  vehicular  parking  areas  and  for  sanitary,  water,  and  fire  con¬ 
trol  facilities.  Location,  design,  and  construction  of  this  class  of 
roads  would  be  under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Secretary. 

Section  7.  Availability  of  funds — other  highways 

This  section  consists  of  technical  amendments  required  by  the  new 
program  of  public  land  development  roads  and  trails  established  by 
section  6  of  this  bill,  including  contract  authorization  for  funds  as  for 
other  types  of  roads  on  the  Federal  domain. 

Section  8.  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  system — Urban  areas 

This  section  amends  section  103,  title  23,  United  States  Code,  to 
permit  the  use  of  Federal-aid  secondary  funds  in  urban  areas  on  ex¬ 
tensions  of  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system  which  pass  through  the 
urban  area,  or  connect  with  another  Federal-aid  system  within  the 
urban  area.  The  limitation  in  existing  law  requiring  the  use  of  urban 
funds  for  certain  secondary  system  extensions  in  urban  areas  would 
be  removed.  Provisions  of  this  section  would  be  applicable  to  un¬ 
expended  prior  apportionments  as  well  as  those  made  after  this 
enactment. 

Section  9.  Transportation  planning  in  certain  urban  areas 

This  section  amends  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  to  add  a  new 
section  134.  This  section  declares  it  to  be  in  the  national  interest  to 
encourage  and  promote  the  development  of  transportation  systems 
embracing  various  modes  of  transport,  in  a  manner  that  will  serve  the 
States  and  local  communities  efficiently  and  effectively. 

The  Secretary  would  be  directed  to  cooperate  with  the  States  in 
the  development  of  long-range  highway  plans  and  programs,  co¬ 
ordinated  with  plans  for  improvements  in  other  affected  forms  of 
transportation,  which  are  formulated  with  consideration  to  their  prob¬ 
able  effect  on  the  future  development  of  urban  areas  of  more  than 
50,000  population.  The  Secretary  shall  not  approve  any  program 
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after  July  1,  1965,  for  projects  in  any  such  urban  area  unless  he  finds 
that  such  projects  are  based  on  a  continuing  comprehensive  transpor¬ 
tation  planning  process  carried  on  cooperatively  by  States  and  local 
communities  in  conformance  with  the  objectives  of  this  section. 

Section  10.  Rural  delivery  and  star  route  mileage 

This  section  amends  section  104  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  to 
provide  that  the  Postmaster  General  shall  certify  rural  delivery  and 
star  route  mileage  in  each  State  for  purposes  of  determining  apportion¬ 
ments  for  the  Federal-aid  primary  and  secondary  systems  on  a  cal¬ 
endar  rather  than  a  fiscal  year  basis.  This  amendment  would  assure 
that  more  up-to-date  mileage  data  is  available  6  months  earlier  than 
at  present  for  use  in  making  the  apportionment  of  Federal-aid  funds 
to  the  States,  and  would  apply  only  to  apportionments  made  after 
the  date  of  enactment  of  this  act. 

Section  11.  Highway  planning  and  research  funds 

This  section  amends  section  307,  title  23,  United  States  Code  to 
\  provide  that  the  existing  law  with  respect  to  the  1%  percent  of  the 
apportionments  now  available  to  the  States  for  highway  planning  and 
research  purposes  will  continue  unchanged  until  the  apportionments 
for  the  fiscal  year  1964. 

Beginning  with  the  apportionment  for  the  fiscal  year  1964,  1)4  per¬ 
cent  of  a  State’s  total  apportionment  can  be  used  for  highway  planning 
and  research  purposes. 

Beginning  with  the  apportionment  for  the  fiscal  year  1964,  if 
requested  by  a  State  highway  department,  it  can  use  an  additional 
one-half  of  1  percent  of  its  A-B-C  apportionment  for  highway 
research  purposes  only. 

All  amounts  available  for  highway  planning  and  research  purposes 
would  be  matched  by  the  States  unless  the  Secretary  determines  that 
the  interests  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  program  would  be  best 
served  without  matching. 

With  respect  to  the  apportionments  for  fiscal  years  beginning  with 
1964,  the  1 percent  available  to  the  States  for  highway  planning 
and  research  purposes  which  is  not  used  for  those  purposes  within  the 
usual  period  of  availability  will  lapse  as  provided  under  section  118, 
title  23,  United  States  Code.  The  additional  one-half  of  1  percent  if 
)  not  used  for  highway  research  purposes  would  be  subject  to  the  usual 
lapse  provisions  of  said  section  118. 

Section  12.  Definitions 

This  section  relates  the  definitions  found  in  section  101,  title  23, 
United  States  Code,  to  certain  terms  used  in  section  2  of  this  act. 
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CHANGES  IN  EXISTING  LAW 

In  compliance  with  subsection  (4)  of  rule  XXIX  of  the  Standing 
Rules  of  the  Senate,  changes  in  existing  law  made  by  the  bill  as 
reported  are  shown  as  follows  (existing  law  proposed  to  be  omitted 
is  enclosed  in  black  brackets,  new  matter  is  printed  in  italics,  existing 
law  in  which  no  change  is  proposed  is  shown  in  roman)  : 

TITLE  23  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  CODE 

TITLE  23— HIGHWAYS 


Chapter  Sec. 

1.  Federal  Aid  Highways _  101 

2.  Other  Highways _ 201 

3.  General  Provisions _ 301 


CHAPTER  1— FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAYS 

Sec. 

101.  Definitions  and  declaration  of  policy: 

102.  Authorizations. 

103.  Federal-aid  systems. 

104.  Apportionment. 

105.  Programs. 

106.  Plans,  specifications,  and  estimates. 

107.  Acquisition  of  rights-of-way — Interstate  System. 

108.  Advance  acquisition  of  rights-of-way. 

109.  Standards. 

110.  Project  agreements. 

111.  Use  of  and  access  to  rights-of-way — Interstate  System. 

112.  Letting  of  contracts. 

113.  Prevailing  rate  of  wage — Interstate  System. 

114.  Construction. 

115.  Construction  by  States  in  advance  of  apportionment — Interstate  System. 

116.  Maintenance. 

117.  Secondary  road  responsibility. 

118.  Availability  of  sums  apportioned. 

119.  Administration  of  Federal-aid  for  highways  in  Alaska. 1 

120.  Federal  share  payable. 

121.  Payment  to  States  for  construction. 

122.  Payment  to  States  for  bond  retirement. 

123.  Relocation  of  utility  facilities. 

124.  Advances  to  States. 

125.  Emergency  relief. 

126.  Diversion. 

127.  Vehicle  weight  and  width  limitations — Interstate  System. 

128.  Public  hearings. 

129.  Toll  roads,  bridges,  tunnels,  and  ferries. 

130.  Railway-highway  crossings. 

131.  Areas  adjacent  to  the  Interstate  System. 

132.  Payments  on  Federal-aid  projects  undertaken  by  a  Federal  agency. 

133.  Relocation  assistance. 

134.  Transportation  planning  in  certain  urban  areas. 

§101.  Definitions  and  declaration  of  policy 

(a)  As  used  in  this  title,  unless  the  context  requires  otherwise — 
The  term  “apportionment”  in  accordance  with  section  104  of  this 
title  includes  unexpended  apportionments  made  under  prior  acts. 


>  Sec.  119  repealed  (Public  Law  86-70). 
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The  term  “construction”  means  the  supervising,  inspecting,  actual 
building,  and  all  expenses  incidental  to  the  construction  or  recon¬ 
struction  of  a  highway,  including  locating,  surveying,  and  mapping 
(including  the  establishment  of  temporary  and  permanent  geodetic 
markers  in  accordance  with  specifications  of  the  Coast  and  Geodetic 
Survey  in  the  Department  of  Commerce),  costs  of  rights-of-way,  and 
elimination  of  hazards  of  railway-grade  crossings. 

The  term  “county”  includes  corresponding  units  of  government 
under  any  other  name  in  States  which  do  not  have  county  organiza¬ 
tions,  and  likewise  in  those  States  in  which  the  county  government 
does  not  have  jurisdiction  over  highways  it  may  be  construed  to  mean 
any  local  government  unit  vested  with  jurisdiction  over  local  high¬ 
ways. 

The  term  “forest  road  or  trail”  means  a  road  or  trail  wholly  or 
partly  within  or  adjacent  to  and  serving  the  national  forests. 

The  term  “forest  development  roads  and  trails”  means  those 
forest  roads  or  trails  of  primary  importance  for  the  protection,  ad¬ 
ministration,  and  utilization  of  the  national  forests,  or  where  neces¬ 
sary,  for  the  use  and  development  of  the  resources  upon  which  com¬ 
munities  within  or  adjacent  to  the  national  forests  are  dependent. 

The  term  “forest  highway”  means  a  forest  road  which  is  of  primary 
importance  to  the  States,  counties,  or  communities  within,  adjoining, 
or  adjacent  to  the  national  forests. 

The  term  “highway”  includes  roads,  streets,  and  parkways,  and 
also  includes  rights-of-way,  bridges,  railroad-highway  crossings, 
tunnels,  drainage  structures,  signs,  guardrails,  and  protective  struc¬ 
tures,  in  connection  with  highways.  It  further  includes  that  portion 
of  any  interstate  or  international  bridge  or  tupnel  and  the  approaches 
thereto,  the  cost  of  which  is  assumed  by  a  State  highway  department 
including  such  facilities  as  may  be  required  by  the  United  States  Cus¬ 
toms  and  Immigration  Services  in  connection  with  the  operation  of 
an  international  bridge  or  tunnel. 

The  term  “Federal-aid  highways”  means  highways  located  on  one 
of  the  Federal-aid  systems  described  in  section  103  of  this  title. 

The  term  “Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges”  means  roads 
and  bridges  that  are  located  within  an  Indian  reservation  dr  that  pro¬ 
vide  access  to  an  Indian  reservation  or  Indian  land,  and  that  are 
jointly  designated  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  and  the  Secretary 
as  a  part  of  the  Indian  Bureau  road  system. 

The  term  “maintenance”  means  the  preservation  of  the  entire 
highway,  including  surface,  shoulders,  roadsides,  structures,  and  such 
traffic-control  devices  as  are  necessary  for  its  safe  and  efficient 
utilization. 

The  term  “park  roads  and  trails”  means  those  roads  or  trails, 
including  the  necessary  bridges,  located  in  national  parks  or  monu¬ 
ments,  now  or  hereafter  established,  or  in  other  areas  administered 
by  the  National  Park  Service  of  the  Department  of  the  Interior  (ex¬ 
cluding  parkways  authorized  by  Acts  of  Congress)  and  also  including 
approach  roads  to  national  parks  or  monuments  authorized  by  the 
Act  of  January  31,  1931  (46  Stat.  1053),  as  amended. 

The  term  “parkway”  as  used  in  chapter  2  of  this  title,  means  a 
parkway  authorized  by  an  Act  of  Congress  on  lands  to  which  title 
is  vested  in  the  United  States. 
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The  term  “project”  means  an  undertaking  to  construct  a  particular 
portion  of  a  highway,  or  if  the  context  so  implies,  the  particular 
portion  of  a  highway  so  constructed. 

The  term  “project  agreement”  means  the  formal  instrument  to 
be  executed  by  the  State  highway  department  and  the  Secretary  as 
required  by  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  of  section  110  of  this  title. 

The  term  “ ■public  lands  development  roads  and  trails”  means  those 
roads  or  trails  which  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  determines  are  of 
primary  importance  for  the  development,  protection,  administration,  and 
utilization  of  public  lands  and  resources  under  his  control. 

The  term  “public  lands  highways”  means  main  highways  through 
unappropriated  or  unreserved  public  lands,  nontaxable  Indian  lancfs, 
or  other  Federal  reservations. 

The  term  “rural  areas”  means  all  areas  of  a  State  not  included  in 
urban  areas. 

The  term  “Secretary”  means  Secretary  of  Commerce. 

The  term  “State”  means  any  one  of  the  fifty  States,  the  District  of 
Columbia,  or  Puerto  Rico. 

The  term  “State  funds”  includes  funds  raised  under  the  authority 
of  the  State  or  any  political  or  other  subdivision  thereof,  and  made 
available  for  expenditure  under  the  direct  control  of  the  State  highway 
department. 

The  term  “State  highway  department”  means  that  department, 
commission,  board,  or  official  of  any  State  charged  by  its  laws  with 
the  responsibility  for  highway  construction. 

The  term  “Federal-aid  system”  means  any  one  of  the  Federal-aid 
highway  systems  described  in  section  103  of  this  title. 

The  term  “Federal-aid  primary  system”  means  the  Federal-aid 
highway  system  described  in  subsection  (b)  of  section  103  of  this  title. 

The  term  “Federal-aid  secondary  system”  means  the  Federal-aid 
highway  system  described  in  subsection  (c)  of  section  103  of  this  title. 

The  term  “Interstate  System”  means  the  National  System  of 
Interstate  and  Defense  Highways  described  in  subsection  (d)  of  section 
103  of  this  title. 

The  term  “urban  area”  means  an  area  including  and  adjacent  to  a 
municipality  or  other  urban  place  having  a  population  of  five  thousand 
or  more,  as  determined  by  the  latest  available  Federal  census,  within 
boundaries  to  be  fixed  by  a  State  highway  department  subject  to  the 
approval  of  the  Secretary. 

(b)  It  is  hereby  declared  to  be  in  the  national  interest  to  accelerate 
the  construction  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  systems,  including  the 
National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways,  since  many  of 
such  highways,  or  portions  thereof,  are  in  fact  inadequate  to  meet 
the  needs  of  local  and  interstate  commerce,  for  the  national  and  civil 
defense. 

It  is  hereby  declared  that  the  prompt  and  early  completion  of  the 
National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense  Highways  so  named  be¬ 
cause  of  its  primary  importance  to  the  national  defense  and  hereafter 
referred  to  as  the  “Interstate  System”,  is  essential  to  the  national 
interest  and  is  one  of  the  most  important  objectives  of  this  Act.  It 
is  the  intent  of  Congress  that  the  Interstate  System  be  completed  as 
nearly  as  practicable  over  the  period  of  availability  of  the  thirteen 
years'  appropriations  authorized  for  the  purpose  of  expediting  its  con¬ 
struction,  reconstruction,  or  improvement,  inclusive  of  necessary  tun¬ 
nels  and  bridges,  through  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1969,  under 


S.  Rept.  1997  0 — 87-2  5 


34 


FEDERAL- AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1962 


section  108(b)  of  the  Federal -Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  (70  Stat.  374), 
and  that  the  entire  System  in  all  States  be  brought  to  simultaneous 
completion.  Insofar  as  possible  in  consonance  with  this  objective, 
existing  highways  located  on  an  interstate  route  shall  be  used  to  the 
extent  that  such  use  is  practicable,  suitable,  and  feasible,  it  being  the 
intent  that  local  needs,  to  the  extent  practicable,  suitable,  and  feasible, 
shall  be  given  equal  consideration  with  the  needs  of  interstate  com¬ 
merce. 

§  102.  Authorizations 

The  provisions  of  this  title  apply  to  all  unappropriated  authoriza¬ 
tions  contained  in  prior  Acts,  and  also  to  all  unexpended  appropria¬ 
tions  heretofore  made,  providing  for  the  expenditure  of  Federal  funds 
upon  the  Federal-aid  systems.  All  such  authorizations  and  appropri¬ 
ations  shall  continue  in  full  force  and  effect,  but  hereafter  obligations 
entered  into  and  expenditures  made  pursuant  thereto  shall  be  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  this  title. 

§  103.  Federal-aid  systems 

(a)  For  the  purposes  of  this  title,  the  three  Federal-aid  systems, 
the  primary  and  secondary  systems,  and  the  Interstate  System,  are 
continued  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

(b)  The  Federal-aid  primary  system  shall  consist  of  an  adequate 
system  of  connected  main  highways,  selected  or  designated  by  each 
State  through  its  State  highway  department,  subject  to  the  approval 
of  the  Secretary  as  provided  by  subsection  (e)  of  this  section.  This 
system  shall  not  exceed  7  per  centum  of  the  total  highway  mileage  of 
such  State,  exclusive  of  mileage  within  national  forests,  Indian,  or 
other  Federal  reservations  and  within  urban  areas,  as  shown  by  the 
records  of  the  State  highway  department  on  November  9,  1921. 
Whenever  provision  has  been  made  by  any  State  for  the  completion 
and  maintenance  of  90  per  centum  of  its  Federal-aid  primary  system, 
as  originally  designated,  said  State  through  its  State  highway  de¬ 
partment  by  and  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary  is  authorized 
to  increase  the  mileage  of  its  Federal-aid  primary  system  by  additional 
mileage  equal  to  not  more  than  1  per  centum  of  the  total  mileage  of 
said  State  as  shown  by  the  records  on  November  9,  1921.  Thereafter, 
it  may  make  like  1  per  centum  increases  in  the  mileage  of  its  Federal- 
aid  primary  system  whenever  provision  has  been  made  for  the  com¬ 
pletion  and  maintenance  of  90  per  centum  of  the  entire  system,  includ¬ 
ing  the  additional  mileage  previously  authorized.  This  system  may 
be  located  both  in  rural  and  urban  areas.  The  mileage  limitations  in 
this  paragraph  shall  not  apply  to  the  District  of  Columbia,  Hawaii, 
Alaska,  or  Puerto  Rico. 

(c)  The  Federal-aid  secondary  system  shall  be  selected  by  the  State 
highway  departments  and  the  appropriate  local  road  officials  in  co¬ 
operation  with  each  other,  subject  to  approval  by  the  Secretary  as 
provided  in  subsection  (e)  of  this  section.  In  making  such  selections, 
farm-to-market  roads,  rural  mail  routes,  public  school  bus  routes,  local 
rural  roads,  county  roads,  township  roads,  and  roads  of  the  county 
road  class  may  be  included,  so  long  as  they  are  not  on  the  Federal-aid 
primary  system  or  the  Interstate  System.  [This  system  shall  be 
confined  to  rural  areas,  except  (1)  that  in  any  State  having  a  popula¬ 
tion  density  of  more  than  two  hundred  per  square  mile  as  shown  by  the 
latest  available  Federal  census,  the  system  may  include  mileage  in 
urban  areas  as  well  as  rural,  and  (2)  that  the  system  may  be  extended 
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into  urban  areas  subject  to  the  conditions  that  any  such  extension 
passes  through  the  urban  area  or  connects  with  another  Federal-aid 
system  within  the  urban  area,  and  that  Federal  participation  in 
projects  on  such  extensions  is  limited  to  urban  funds.]  This  system 
may  be  located  both  in  rural  and  urban  areas,  but  any  extension  of  the 
system  into  urban  areas  shall  be  subject  to  the  condition  that  such  extension 
pass  through  the  urban  area  or  connect  with  another  Federal-aid  system 
within  the  urban  area. 

(d)  The  Interstate  System  shall  be  designated  within  the  United 
States,  including  the  District  of  Columbia,  and  it  shall  not  exceed 
forty-one  thousand  miles  in  total  extent.  It  shall  be  so  located  as  to 
connect  by  routes,  as  direct  as  practicable,  the  principal  metropolitan 
areas,  cities,  and  industrial  centers,  to  serve  the  national  defense  and 
to  the  greatest  extent  possible,  to  connect  at  suitable  border  points 
with  routes  of  continental  importance  in  the  Dominion  of  Canada  and 
the  Republic  of  Mexico.  The  routes  of  this  system,  to  the  greatest 
extent  possible,  shall  be  selected  by  joint  action  of  the  State  highway 
departments  of  each  State  and  the  adjoining  States,  subject  to  the 
approval  by  the  Secretary  as  provided  in  subsection  (e)  of  this  section. 
All  highways  or  routes  included  in  the  Interstate  System  as  finally 
approved,  if  not  already  coincident  with  the  primary  system,  shall  be 
added  to  said  system  without  regard  to  the  mileage  limitation  set 
forth  in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section.  This  system  may  be  located 
both  in  rural  and  urban  areas. 

(e)  The  Secretary  shall  have  authority  to  approve  in  whole  or  in 
part  the  Federal-aid  primary  system,  the  Federal-aid  secondary 
system,  and  the  Interstate  System,  as  and  when  such  systems  or 
portions  thereof  are  designated,  or  to  require  modifications  or  revisions 
thereof.  No  Federal-aid  system  or  portion  thereof  shall  be  eligible  for 
projects  in  which  Federal  funds  participate  until  approved  by  the 
Secretary. 

§  104.  Apportionment 

(a)  Whenever  an  apportionment  is  made  of  the  sums  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  for  expen diture  upon  the  Federal-aid  systems,  the 
Secretary  shall  deduct  a  sum,  in  such  amount  not  to  exceed  3%  per 
centum  of  all  sums  so  authorized,  as  the  Secretary  may  deem  necessary 
for  administering  the  provisions  of  law  to  be  financed  from  appro¬ 
priations  for  the  Federal-aid  systems  and  for  carrying  on  the  research 
authorized  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  section  307  of  this  title. 
In  making  such  determination,  the  Secretary  shall  take  into  account 
the  unexpended  balance  of  any  sums  deducted  for  such  purposes  in 
prior  years.  The  sum  so  deducted  shall  be  available  for  expenditure 
from  the  unexpended  balance  of  any  appropriation  made  at  any  time 
for  expenditure  upon  the  Federal-aid  systems,  until  such  sum  has 
been  expended. 

(b)  On  or  before  January  1  next  preceding  the  commencement  of 
each  fiscal  year,  except  as  provided  in  paragraphs  (4)  and  (5)  of  this 
subsection,  the  Secretary,  after  making  the  deduction  authorized  by 
subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  shall  apportion  the  remainder  of  the 
sums  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  expenditure  upon  the  Federal- 
aid  systems  for  that  fiscal  year,  among  the  several  States  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  manner: 
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(1)  For  the  Federal-aid  primary  system: 

One-third  in  the  ratio  which  the  area  of  each  State  bears  to 
the  total  area  of  all  the  States;  one-third  in  the  ratio  which  the 
population  of  each  State  bears  to  the  total  population  of  all  the 
States  as  shown  by  the  latest  available  Federal  census;  one-third 
in  the  ratio  which  the  mileage  of  rural  delivery  routes  and  star 
routes  in  each  State  bears  to  the  total  mileage  of  rural  delivery 
and  star  routes  in  all  the  States  at  the  close  of  the  next  preceding 
[fiscal]  calendar  year,  as  shown  by  a  certificate  of  the  Postmaster 
General,  which  he  is  directed  to  make  and  furnish  annually  to  the 
Secretary.  No  State  shall  receive  less  than  one-half  of  1  per 
centum  of  each  year’s  apportionment. 

(2)  For  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system: 

One-third  in  the  ratio  which  the  area  of  each  State  bears  to 
the  total  area  of  all  the  States;  one-third  in  the  ratio  which 
the  rural  population  of  each  State  bears  to  the  total  rural  popu¬ 
lation  of  all  the  States  as  shown  by  the  latest  available  Federal 
census;  and  one-third  in  the  ratio  which  the  mileage  of  rural 
delivery  and  star  routes,  certified  as  above  provided,  in  each  State 
bears  to  the  total  mileage  of  rural  delivery  and  star  routes  in 
all  the  States.  No  State  shall  receive  less  than  one-half  of  1 
per  centum  of  each  year’s  apportionment. 

(3)  For  extensions  of  the  Federal-aid  primary  and  Federal-aid 
secondary  systems  within  urban  areas: 

In  the  ratio  which  the  population  in  municipalities  and  other 
urban  places,  of  five  thousand  or  more,  in  each  State  bears  to 
the  total  population  in  municipalities  and  other  urban  places  of 
five  thousand  or  more  in  all  the  States,  as  shown  by  the  latest 
available  Federal  census.  For  the  purpose  of  this  paragraph, 
Connecticut  and  Vermont  towns  shall  be  considered  municipali¬ 
ties  regardless  of  their  incorporated  status. 

(4)  For  the  Interstate  System,  for  the  fiscal  years  ending  June  30, 
1957,  June  30,  1958,  and  June  30,  1959: 

One-half  in  the  ratio  which  the  population  of  each  State  bears 
to  the  total  population  of  all  the  States  as  shown  by  the  latest 
available  Federal  census,  except  that  no  States  shall  receive  less 
than  three-fourths  of  1  per  centum  of  the  funds  so  apportioned; 
and  one-half  in  the  manner  provided  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection.  The  sums  authorized  by  section  108(b)  of  the 
Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  for  the  fiscal  years  ending 
June  30,  1958,  and  June  30,  1959,  shall  be  apportioned  on  a  date 
not  less  than  six  months  and  not  more  than  twelve  months  in 
advance  of  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  authorized. 

(5)  For  the  Interstate  System  for  the  fiscal  years  1960  through 
1969: 

In  the  ratio  which  the  estimated  cost  of  completing  the  Inter¬ 
state  System  in  each  State,  as  determined  and  approved  in  the 
manner  provided  in  this  paragraph,  bears  to  the  sum  of  the 
estimated  cost  of  completing  the  Interstate  System  in  all  of  the 
States.  Each  apportionment  herein  authorized  for  the  fiscal  years 
1960  through  1969,  inclusive,  shall  be  made  on  a  date  as  far  in 
advance  of  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  authorized 
as  practicable  but  in  no  case  more  than  eighteen  months  prior  to 
the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  authorized.  As  soon  as 
the  standards  provided  for  in  subsection  (b)  of  section  109  of 


FEDERAL- AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1962 


37 


this  title  have  been  adopted,  the  Secretary,  in  cooperation  with 
the  State  highway  departments,  shall  make  a  detailed  estimate 
of  the  cost  of  completing  the  Interstate  System  as  then  desig¬ 
nated,  after  taking  into  account  all  previous  apportionments  made 
under  this  section,  based  upon  such  standards  and  in  accordance 
with  rules  and  regulations  adopted  by  him  and  applied  uniformly 
to  all  of  the  States.  The  Secretary  shall  transmit  such  estimates 
to  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives  within  ten  days 
subsequent  to  January  2,  1958.  Upon  approval  of  such  estimate 
by  the  Congress  by  concurrent  resolution,  the  Secretary  shall  use 
such  approved  estimate  in  making  apportionments  for  the  fiscal 
years  ending  June  30,  1960,  June  30,  1961,  and  June  30,  1962. 
The  Secretary  shall  make  a  revised  estimate  of  the  cost  of  com¬ 
pleting  the  then  designated  Interstate  System,  after  taking  into 
account  all  previous  apportionments  made  under  this  section,  in 
the  same  manner  as  stated  above,  and  transmit  the  same  to  the 
Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives  within  ten  days  sub¬ 
sequent  to  January  2,  1962.  Upon  approval  of  such  estimate  by 
the  Congress  by  concurrent  resolution,  the  Secretary  shall  use 
such  approved  estimate  in  making  apportionments  for  the  fiscal 
years  ending  June  30,  1963,  June  30,  1964,  June  30,  1965,  and 
June  30,  1966.  The  Secretary  shall  make  a  revised  estimate  of 
the  cost  of  completing  the  then  designated  Interstate  System, 
after  taking  into  account  all  previous  apportionments  made  under 
this  section,  in  the  same  manner  as  stated  above,  and  transmit 
the  same  to  the  Senate  and  the  House  of  Representatives  within 
ten  days  subsequent  to  January  2,  1966,  and  annually  thereafter 
through  and  including  January  2,  1968.  Upon  approval  of  any 
such  estimate  by  the  Congress  by  concurrent  resolution,  the 
Secretary  shall  use  such  approved  estimate  in  making  apportion¬ 
ments  for  the  fiscal  year  which  begins  next  following  the  fiscal 
year  in  which  such  report  is  transmitted  to  the  Senate  and  the 
House  of  Representatives.  Whenever  the  Secretary,  pursuant 
to  this  subsection,  requests  and  receives  estimates  of  cost  from 
the  State  highway  departments,  he  shall  furnish  copies  of  such 
estimates  at  the  same  time  to  the  Senate  and  the  House  of 
Representatives. 

(c)  Not  more  than  20  per  centum  of  the  amount  apportioned  in  any 
fiscal  year,  commencing  with  the  apportionment  of  funds  authorized 
to  be  appropriated  under  subsection  (a)  of  section  102  of  the  Federal- 
Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  (70  Stat.  374),  to  each  State  in  accordance 
with  paragraphs  (1),  (2),  or  (3)  of  subsection  (b)  of  this  section 
may  be  transferred  from  the  apportionment  under  one  paragraph  to 
the  apportionment  under  any  other  of  such  paragraphs  if  such  a 
transfer  is  requested  by  the  State  highway  department  and  is  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Governor  of  such  State  and  the  Secretary  as  being 
in  the  public  interest.  The  total  of  such  transfers  shall  not  increase 
the  original  apportionment  under  any  of  such  paragraphs  by  more 
than  20  per  centum.  Nothing  contained  in  this  subsection  shall  alter 
or  impair  the  authority  contained  in  subsection  (d)  of  this  section. 

(d)  Any  funds  which  are  apportioned  under  paragraph  (2)  of  sub¬ 
section  (b)  of  this  section  for  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system  to  a 
State  in  which  all  public  roads  and  highways  are  under  the  control 
and  supervision  of  the  State  highway  department  may,  if  the  State 
highway  department  and  the  Secretary  jointly  agree  that  such  funds 
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are  not  needed  for  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system,  be  expended  for 
projects  on  another  Federal-aid  system. 

(e)  On  or  before  January  1  preceding  the  commencement  of  each 
fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  shall  certify  to  each  of  the  State  highway 
departments  the  sums  which  he  has  apportioned  hereunder  to  each 
State  for  such  fiscal  year,  and  also  the  sums  which  he  has  deducted 
for  administration  and  research  pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section. 

§  105.  Programs 

(a)  As  soon  as  practicable  after  the  apportionments  for  the  Federal- 
aid  systems  have  been  made  for  any  fiscal  year,  the  State  highway 
department  of  any  State  desiring  to  avail  itself  of  the  benefits  of  this 
chapter  shall  submit  to  the  Secretary  for  his  approval  a  program  or 
programs  of  proposed  projects  for  the  utilization  of  the  funds  appor¬ 
tioned.  The  Secretary  shall  act  upon  programs  submitted  to  him  as 
soon  as  practicable  after  the  same  have  been  submitted.  The  Secre¬ 
tary  may  approve  a  program  in  whole  or  in  part,  but  he  shall  not 
approve  any  project  in  a  proposed  program  which  is  not  located  upon  ' 
an  approved  Federal-aid  system. 

(b)  In  approving  programs  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  second¬ 
ary  system,  the  Secretary  shall  require,  except  in  States  where  all 
public  roads  and  highways  are  under  the  control  and  supervison  of 
the  State  highway  department,  that  such  project  be  selected  by  the 
State  highway  department  and  the  appropriate  local  officials  in 
cooperation  with  each  other. 

(c)  In  approving  programs  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary 
system,  the  Secretary  shall  give  preference  to  such  projects  as  will 
expedite  the  completion  of  an  adequate  and  connected  system  of 
highways  interstate  in  character. 

(d)  In  approving  programs  for  projects  under  this  chapter,  the 
Secretary  may  give  priority  of  approval  to,  and  expedite  the  con¬ 
struction  of,  projects  that  are  recommended  as  important  to  the 
national  defense  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  or  other  official  author¬ 
ized  by  the  President  to  make  such  recommendation. 

§  106.  Plans,  specifications,  and  estimates 

(a)  Except  as  provided  in  section  117  of  this  title,  the  State  high¬ 
way  department  shall  submit  to  the  Secretary  for  his  approval,  as  ^ 
soon  as  practicable  after  program  approval,  such  surveys,  plans, 
specifications,  and  estimates  for  each  proposed  project  included  in 
an  approved  program  as  the  Secretary  may  require.  The  Secretary 
shall  act  upon  such  surveys,  plans,  specifications,  and  estimates  as 
soon  as  practicable  after  the  same  have  been  submitted,  and  his 
approval  of  any  such  project  shall  be  deemed  a  contractual  obliga¬ 
tion  of  the  Federal  Government  for  the  payment  of  its  proportional 
contribution  thereto.  In  taking  such  action,  the  Secretary  shall  be 
guided  by  the  provisions  of  section  109  of  this  title. 

(b)  In  addition  to  the  approval  required  under  subsection  (a)  of 
this  section,  proposed  specifications  for  projects  for  construction  on 
the  Federal-aid  secondary  system,  except  in  States  where  all  public 
roads  and  highways  are  under  the  control  and  supervision  of  the  State 
highway  department,  shall  be  determined  by  the  State  highway  de¬ 
partment  and  the  appropriate  local  officials  in  cooperation  with  each 
other. 
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(c)  Items  included  in  any  such  estimate  for  construction  engineer¬ 
ing  shall  not  exceed  10  per  centum  of  the  total  estimated  cost  of  the 
project,  after  excluding  from  such  total  estimated  cost,  the  estimated 
costs  of  rights-of-way,  preliminary  engineering  and  construction 
engineering. 

§  107.  Acquisition  of  rights-of-way — Interstate  System 

(a)  In  any  case  in  which  the  Secretary  is  requested  by  a  State  to 
acquire  lands  or  interests  in  lands  (including  within  the  term  “inter¬ 
ests  in  lands”,  the  control  of  access  thereto  from  adjoining  lands) 
required  by  such  State  for  right-of-way  or  other  purposes  in  con¬ 
nection  with  the  prosecution  of  any  project  for  the  construction,  recon¬ 
struction,  or  improvement  of  any  section  of  the  Interstate  System,  the 
Secretary  is  authorized,  in  the  name  of  the  United  States  and  prior 
to  the  approval  of  title  by  the  Attorney  General,  to  acquire,  enter 
upon,  and  take  possession  of  such  lands  or  interests  in  lands  by 
purchase,  donation,  condemnation,  or  otherwise  in  accordance  with 
the  laws  of  the  United  States  (including  the  Act  of  February  26, 

i  1931,  46  Stat.  1421),  if— 

(1)  the  Secretary  has  determined  either  that  the  State  is 
unable  to  acquire  necessary  lands  or  interests  in  lands,  or  is  un¬ 
able  to  acquire  such  lands  or  interests  in  lands  with  sufficient 
promptness;  and 

(2)  the  State  has  agreed  with  the  Secretary  to  pay,  at  such 
time  as  may  be  specified  by  the  Secretary  an  amount  equal  to  10 
per  centum  of  the  costs  incurred  by  the  Secretary,  in  acquiring 
such  lands  or  interests  in  lands,  or  such  lesser  percentage  which 
represents  the  State’s  pro  rata  share  of  project  costs  as  determined 
in  accordance  with  subsection  (c)  of  section  120  of  this  title. 

The  authority  granted  by  this  section  shall  also  apply  to  lands  and 
interests  in  lands  received  as  grants  of  land  from  the  United  States 
and  owned  or  held  by  railroads  or  other  corporations. 

(b)  The  costs  incurred  by  the  Secretary  in  acquiring  any  such  lands 
or  interests  in  lands  may  include  the  cost  of  examination  and  abstract 
of  title,  certificate  of  title,  advertising,  and  any  fees  incidental  to  such 
acquisition.  All  costs  incurred  by  the  Secretary  in  connection  with 
the  acquisition  of  any  such  lands  or  interests  in  lands  shall  be  paid 
from  the  funds  for  construction,  reconstruction,  or  improvement  of 

'  the  Interstate  System  apportioned  to  the  State  upon  the  request  of 
which  such  lands  or  interests  in  lands  are  acquired,  and  any  sums  paid 
to  the  Secretary  by  such  State  as  its  share  of  the  costs  of  acquisition 
of  such  lands  or  interests  in  lands  shall  be  deposited  in  the  Treasury 
to  the  credit  of  the  appropriation  for  Federal-aid  highways  and  shall 
be  credited  to  the  amount  apportioned  to  such  State  as  its  apportion¬ 
ment  of  funds  for  construction,  reconstruction,  or  improvement  of  the 
Interstate  System,  or  shall  be  deducted  from  other  moneys  due  the 
State  for  reimbursement  from  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
under  section  108  (b)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956. 

(c)  The  Secretary  is  further  authorized  and  directed  by  proper 
deed,  executed  in  the  name  of  the  United  States,  to  convey  any  such 
lands  or  interests  in  lands  acquired  in  any  State  under  the  provisions 
of  this  section,  except  the  outside  five  feet  of  any  such  right-of-way 
in  any  State  which  does  not  provide  control  of  access,  to  the  State 
highway  department  of  such  State  or  such  political  subdivision  thereof 
as  its  laws  may  provide,  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  to  such 
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lands  or  interests  in  lands  as  may  be  agreed  upon  by  the  Secretary 
and  the  State  highway  department  or  political  subdivisions  to  which 
the  conveyance  is  to  be  made.  Whenever  the  State  makes  provision  for 
control  of  access  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary,  the  outside  five  feet  then 
shall  be  conveyed  to  the  State  by  the  Secretary,  as  herein  provided. 

(d)  Whenever  rights-of-way,  including  control  of  access,  on  the 
Interstate  System  are  required  over  lands  or  interests  in  lands  owned 
by  the  United  States,  the  Secretary  may  make  such  arrangements  with 
the  agency  having  jurisdiction  over  such  lands  as  may  be  necessary 
to  give  the  State  or  other  person  constructing  the  projects  on  such 
lands  adequate  rights-of-way  and  control  of  access  thereto  from 
adjoining  lands,  and  any  such  agency  is  directed  to  cooperate  with 
the  Secretary  in  this  connection. 

§  108.  Advance  acquisition  of  rights-of-way 

(a)  For  the  purpose  of  facilitating  the  acquisition  of  rights-of-way 
on  any  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  systems,  includirg  the  Interstate 
System,  in  the  most  expeditious  and  economical  manner,  and 
recognizing  that  the  acquisition  of  rights-of-way  requires  lengthy 
planning  and  negotiations  if  it  is  to  be  done  at  a  reasonable  cost,  the 
Secretary,  upon  the  request  of  the  State  highway  department,  is 
authorized  to  make  available  the  funds  apportioned  to  any  State  for 
expenditure  on  any  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  systems,  including 
the  Interstate  System,  for  acquisition  of  rights-of-way,  in  anticipation 
of  construction  and  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  the  Secretary 
may  prescribe.  The  agreement  between  the  Secretary  and  the  State 
highway  department  for  the  reimbursement  of  the  cost  of  such 
rights-of-way  shall  provide  for  the  actual  construction  of  a  road  on 
such  rights-of-way  within  a  period  not  exceeding  seven  years  following 
the  fiscal  year  in  which  such  request  is  made. 

(b)  Federal  participation  in  the  cost  of  rights-of-way  acquired 
under  this  section  shall  not  exceed  the  Federal  pro  rata  share  applicable 
to  the  class  of  funds  from  which  Federal  reimbursement  is  made. 

§  109.  Standards 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  not  approve  plans  and  specifications  for 
proposed  projects  on  any  Federal-aid  system  if  they  fail  to  provide 
for  a  facility  (1)  that  will  adequately  meet  the  existing  and  probable 
future  traffic  needs  and  conditions  in  a  manner  conducive  to  safety, 
durability,  and  economy  of  maintenance;  (2)  that  will  be  designed 
and  constructed  in  accordance  with  standards  best  suited  to  accom¬ 
plish  the  foregoing  objectives  and  to  conform  to  the  particular  needs 
of  each  locality. 

(b)  The  geometric  and  construction  standards  to  be  adopted  for  the 
Interstate  System  shall  be  those  approved  by  the  Secretary  in  co¬ 
operation  with  the  State  highway  departments.  Such  standards  shall 
be  adequate  to  accommodate  the  types  and  volumes  of  traffic  forecast 
for  the  year  1975.  The  right-of-way  width  of  the  Interstate  System 
shall  be  adequate  to  permit  construction  of  projects  on  the  Interstate 
System  up  to  such  standards.  The  Secretary  shall  apply  such  stand¬ 
ards  uniformly  throughout  the  States. 

(c)  Projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system  in  which  Federal 
funds  participate  shall  be  constructed  according  to  specifications  that 
will  provide  all-weather  service  and  permit  maintenance  at  a  reason¬ 
able  cost. 
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(d)  On  any  highway  project  in  which  Federal  funds  hereafter 
participate,  or  on  any  such  project  constructed  since  December  20, 
1944,  the  location,  form  and  character  of  informational,  regulatory 
and  warning  signs,  curb  and  pavement  or  other  markings,  and  traffic 
signals  installed  or  placed  by  any  public  authority  or  other  agency, 
shall  be  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  State  highway  department  with 
the  concurrence  of  the  Secretary,  who  is  directed  to  concur  only  in 
such  installations  as  will  promote  the  safe  and  efficient  utilization  of 
the  highways. 

(e)  No  funds  shall  be  approved  for  expenditure  on  any  Federal- 
aid  highway,  or  highway  affected  under  chapter  2  of  this  title,  unless 
proper  safety  protective  devices  complying  with  safety  standards 
determined  by  the  Secretary  at  that  time  as  being  adequate  shall  be 
installed  or  be  in  operation  at  any  highway  and  railroad  grade  cross¬ 
ing  or  drawbridge  on  that  portion  of  the  highway  with  respect  to 
which  such  expenditures  are  to  be  made. 

(f)  The  Secretary  shall  not,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  his  approval 
under  section  106  of  this  title,  require  any  State  to  acquire  title  to, 
or  control  of,  any  marginal  land  along  the  proposed  highway  in  addi¬ 
tion  to  that  reasonably  necessary  for  road  surfaces,  median  strips, 
gutters,  ditches,  and  side  slopes,  and'  of  sufficient  width  to  provide 
service  roads  for  adjacent  property  to  permit  safe  access  at  controlled 
locations  in  order  to  expedite  traffic,  promote  safety,  and  minimize 
roadside  parking. 

§  110.  Project  agreements 

(a)  As  soon  as  practicable  after  the  plans,  specifications,  and  esti¬ 
mates  for  a  specific  project  have  been  approved,  the  Secretary  shall 
enter  into  a  formal  project  agreement  with  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  concerning  the  construction  and  maintenance  of  such  project. 
Such  project  agreement  shall  make  provision  for  State  funds  re¬ 
quired  for  the  State’s  pro  rata  share  of  the  cost  of  construction  of 
such  project  and  for  the  maintenance  thereof  after  completion  of 
construction. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may  rely  upon  representations  made  by  the 
State  highway  department  with  respect  to  the  arrangements  or  agree¬ 
ments  made  by  the  State  highway  department  and  appropriate  local 
officials  where  a  part  of  the  project  is  to  be  constructed  at  the  expense 
of,  or  in  cooperation  with,  local  subdivisions  of  the  State. 

§111.  Agreements  relating  to  use  of  and  access  to  rights-of-way — 
Interstate  System 

All  agreements  between  the  Secretary  and  the  State  highway  de¬ 
partment  for  the  construction  of  projects  on  the  Interstate  System 
shall  contain  a  clause  providing  that  the  State  will  not  add  any  points 
of  access  to,  or  exit  from,  the  project  in  addition  to  those  approved 
by  the  Secretary  in  the  plans  for  su'h  project,  without  the  prior 
approval  of  the  Secretary.  Such  agreements  shall  also  contain  a 
clause  providing  that  the  State  will  not  permit  automotive  service 
stations  or  other  commercial  establishments  for  serving  motor  vehicle 
users  to  be  constructed-  or  located  on  the  rights-of-way  of  the  Inter¬ 
state  System.  Such  agreements  may,  however,  authorize  a  State  or 
political  subdivision  thereof  to  use  or  permit  the  use  of  the  airspace 
above  and  below  the  established  grade  line  of  the  highway  pavement 
for  such  purposes  as  will  not  impair  the  full  use  and  safety  of  the 
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highway,  as  will  not  require  or  permit  vehicular  access  to  such  space 
directly  from  such  established  grade  line  of  the  highway,  or  otherwise 
interfere  in  any  way  with  the  free  flow  of  traffic  on  the  Interstate 
System. 

§  112.  Letting  of  contracts 

(a)  In  all  cases  where  the  construction  is  to  be  performed  by  the 
State  highway  department  or  under  its  supervision,  a  request  for 
submission  of  bids  shall  be  made  by  advertisement  unless  some  other 
method  is  approved  by  the  Secretary.  The  Secretary  shall  require 
such  plans  and  specifications  and  such  methods  of  bidding  as  shall 
be  effective  in  securing  competition. 

(b)  Construction  of  each  project,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  sub¬ 
section  (a)  of  this  section,  shall  be  performed  by  contract  awarded 
by  competitive  bidding,  unless  the  Secretary  shall  affirmatively  find 
that,  under  the  circumstances  relating  to  such  project,  some  other 
method  is  in  the  public  interest.  All  such  findings  shall  be  reported 
promptly  in  writing  to  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  the  House  of  Representatives. 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall  require  as  a  condition  precedent  to  his 
approval  of  each  contract  awarded  by  competitive  bidding  pursuant 
to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  and  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this 
section,  a  sworn  statement,  executed  by,  or  on  behalf  of,  the  person, 
firm,  association,  or  corporation  to  whom  such  contract  is  to  be 
awarded,  certifying  that  such  person,  firm,  association,  or  corpora¬ 
tion  has  not,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  entered  into  any  agreement, 
participated  in  any  collusion,  or  otherwise  taken  any  action  in  re¬ 
straint  of  free  competitive  bidding  in  connection  with  such  contract. 

(d)  No  contract  awarded  by  competitive  bidding  pursuant  to  sub¬ 
section  (b)  of  this  section,  and  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  section, 
shall  be  entered  into  by  any  State  highway  department  or  local  sub¬ 
division  of  the  State  without  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  this 
section,  and  without  the  prior  concurrence  of  the  Secretary  in  the 
award  thereof. 

(e)  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  not  be  applicable  to  con¬ 
tracts  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system  in  those  States 
where  the  Secretary  has  discharged  his  responsibility  pursuant  to 
section  117  of  this  title. 

§  113.  Prevailing  rate  of  wage — Interstate  System 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  take  such  action  as  may  be  necessary  to 
insure  that  all  laborers  and  mechanics  employed  by  contractors  or 
subcontractors  on  the  initial  construction  work  performed  on  highway 
projects  on  the  Interstate  System  authorized  under  section  108(b) 
of  the  Federal -Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956,  shall  be  paid  wages  at  rates 
not  less  than  those  prevailing  on  the  same  type  of  work  on  similar 
construction  in  the  immediate  locality  as  determined  by  the  Secretary 
of  Labor  in  accordance  with  the  Act  of  August  30,  1935,  known  as 
the  Davis-Bacon  Act  (40  U.S.C.,  sec.  276a). 

(b)  In  carrying  out  the  duties  of  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  the 
Secretary  of  Labor  shall  consult  with  the  highway  department  of  the 
State  in  which  a  project  on  the  Interstate  System  is  to  be  performed. 
After  giving  due  regard  to  the  information  thus  obtained,  he  shall 
make  a  predetermination  of  the  minimum  wages  to  be  paid  laborers 
and  mechanics  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  subsection  (a)  of 
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this  section  which  shall  be  set  out  in  each  project  advertisement  for 
bids  and  in  each  bid  proposal  form  and  shall  be  made  a  part  of  the 
contract  covering  the  project. 

§  114.  Construction 

(a)  The  construction  of  any  highways  or  portions  of  highways 
located  on  a  Federal-aid  system  shall  be  undertaken  by  the  respective 
State  highway  departments  or  under  their  direct  supervision.  Except 
as  provided  in  section  117  of  this  title,  such  construction  shall  be 
subject  to  the  inspection  and  approval  of  the  Secretary.  The  con¬ 
struction  work  and  labor  in  each  State  shall  be  performed  under  the 
direct  supervision  of  the  State  highway  department  and  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  laws  of  that  State  and  applicable  Federal  laws.  Con¬ 
struction  may  be  begun  as  soon  as  funds  are  available  for  expenditure 
pursuant  to  subsection  (a)  of  section  118  of  this  title.  On  any  project 
where  actual  construction  is  in  progress  and  visible  to  highway  users, 
the  State  highway  department  shall  erect  such  informational  sign  or 

.  signs  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  identifying  the  project  and  the 
)  respective  amounts  contributed  therefor  by  the  State  and  Federal 
Governments. 

(b)  Convict  labor  shall  not  be  used  in  such  construction  unless  it 
is  labor  performed  by  convicts  who  are  on  parole  or  probation. 

§115.  Construction  by  States  in  advance  of  apportionment — 
Interstate  System 

(a)  When  a  State  has  obligated  all  funds  apportioned  to  it  under 
subsection  (b)  (4)  and  (5)  of  section  104  of  this  title,  and  proceeds 
to  construct  any  project  without  the  aid  of  Federal  funds,  including 
one  or  more  parts  of  any  project,  on  the  Interstate  System  as  desig¬ 
nated  at  that  time,  in  accordance  with  all  procedures  and  all  require¬ 
ments  applicable  to  projects  financed  with  Interstate  System  funds 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  under  subsection  (b)  of  section  108 
of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956,  except  insofar  as  such  pro¬ 
cedures  and  requirements  limit  a  State  to  the  construction  of  projects 
with  the  aid  of  Federal  funds  previously  apportioned  to  it,  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  upon  application  by  such  State  and  his  approval  of  such  applica¬ 
tion,  is  authorized  to  pay  to  such  State  the  Federal  share  of  the  costs 
of  construction  of  such  project  when  additional  funds  are  apportioned 

)  to  such  State  under  subsection  (b)  (4)  and  (5)  of  section  104  of  this 
title  if: 

(1)  prior  to  the  construction  of  the  project  the  Secretary  shall 
have  approved  the  plans  and  specifications  therefor  in  the  same 
manner  as  other  projects  on  the  Interstate  System,  and 

(2)  the  project  shall  conform  to  the  standards  adopted  under 
subsection  (b)  of  section  109  of  this  title. 

(b)  In  determining  the  apportionment  for  any  fiscal  year  under 
the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)(5)  of  section  104  of  this  title,  any 
such  project  constructed  by  a  State  without  the  aid  of  Federal  funds 
shall  not  be  considered  completed  until  an  application  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  with  respect  to  such  project  has  been  approved 
by  the  Secretary. 

\ 

§  116.  Maintenance 

(a)  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  State  highway  department  to  main¬ 
tain,  or  cause  to  be  maintained,  any  project  constructed  under  the 
provisions  of  this  chapter  or  constructed  under  the  provisions  of  prior 
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Acts.  The  State’s  obligation  to  the  United  States  to  maintain  any 
such  project  shall  cease  when  it  no  longer  constitutes  a  part  of  a 
Federal-aid  system. 

(b)  In  any  State  wherein  the  State  highway  department  is  without 
legal  authority  to  maintain  a  project  constructed  on  the  Federal-aid 
secondary  system,  or  within  a  municipality,  such  highway  department 
shall  enter  into  a  formal  .agreement  for  its  maintenance  with  the 
appropriate  officials  of  the  county  or  municipality  in  which  such 
project  is  located. 

(c)  If  at  any  time  the  Secretary  shall  find  that  any  project  con¬ 
structed  under  the  provisions  of  this  chapter,  or  constructed  under 
the  provisions  of  prior  Acts,  is  not  being  properly  maintained,  he 
shall  call  such  fact  to  the  attention  of  the  State  highway  department. 
If,  within  ninety  days  after  receipt  of  such  notice,  such  project  has 
not  been  put  in  proper  condition  of  maintenance,  the  Secretary  shall 
withhold  approval  of  further  projects  of  all  types  in  the  entire  State 
until  such  project  shall  have  been  put  in  proper  condition  of  mainte¬ 
nance,  unless  such  project  is  subject  to  an  agreement  pursuant  to  sub¬ 
section  (b)  of  this  section,  in  which  case  approval  shall  be  withheld 
only  for  secondary  or  urban  projects  in  the  county  or  municipality 
where  such  project  is  located. 

§  117.  Secondary  road  responsibility 

(a)  The  Secretary  may,  upon  the  request  of  any  State  highway 
department,  discharge  his  responsibility  relative  to  the  plans,  speci¬ 
fications,  estimates,  surveys,  contract  awards,  design,  inspection,  and 
construction  of  all  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system  by 
his  receiving  and  approving  a  certified  statement  by  the  State  high¬ 
way  department  setting  forth  that  the  plans,  design,  and  construction 
for  each  such  project  are  in  accord  with  those  standards  and  pro¬ 
cedures  which  (1)  were  adopted  by  such  State  highway  department. 
(2)  were  applicable  to  projects  in  this  category,  and  (3)  were  approved 
by  him. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  not  approve  such  standards  and  procedures 
unless  they  are  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)  of 
section  105,  subsection  (b)  of  section  106,  and  subsection  (c)  of  section 
109,  of  this  title. 

(c)  Subsections  (a)  and  (b)  of  this  section  shall  not  be  construed 
to  relieve  the  Secretary  of  his  obligation  to  make  a  final  inspection  of 
each  project  after  construction  and  to  require  an  adequate  showing  of 
the  estimate  cost  of  construction  and  the  actual  cost  of  construction. 

§  118.  Availability  of  sums  apportioned 

(a)  On  and  after  the  date  that  the  Secretary  has  certified  to  each 
State  highway  department  the  sums  apportioned  to  each  Federal-aid 
system  or  part  thereof  pursuant  to  an  authorization  under  this  title, 
or  under  prior  Acts,  such  sums  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  under 
the  provisions  of  this  title. 

(b)  Such  sums  shall  continue  available  for  expenditure  in  that  State 
for  the  appropriate  Federal-aid  system  or  part  thereof  for  a  period  of 
two  years  after  the  close  of  the  fiscal  year  for  which  such  sums  are 
authorized  and  any  amounts  so  apportioned  remaining  unexpended 
at  the  end  of  such  period  shall  lapse,  except  that  any  amount  appor¬ 
tioned  to  the  States  for  the  Interstate  System  under  subsection  (b) 
(4)  and  (5)  of  section  104  of  this  title  remaining  unexpended  at  the 
end  of  the  period  during  which  it  is  available  under  this  section  shall 
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lapse  and  shall  immediately  be  reapportioned  among  the  other  States 
in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  subsection  (b)  (5)  of  section  104 
of  this  title.  Such  sums  for  any  fiscal  year  shall  be  deemed  to  be 
expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the  total  of  the  sums  apportioned  to  the 
State  for  such  fiscal  year  and  previous  fiscal  years  is  covered  by  formal 
project  agreements  providing  for  the  expenditure  of  funds  authorized 
by  each  Act  which  contains  provisions  authorizing  the  appropriation 
of  funds  for  Federal-aid  highways.  Any  Federal-aid  highway  funds 
released  by  the  payment  of  the  final  voucher  or  by  the  modification 
of  the  formal  project  agreement  shall  be  credited  to  the  same  class  of 
funds,  primary,  secondary,  urban,  or  interstate,  previously  appor¬ 
tioned  to  the  State  and  be  immediately  available  for  expenditure. 

(c)  The  total  payments  to  any  State  shall  not  at  any  time  during 
a  current  fiscal  year  exceed  the  total  of  all  apportionments  to  such 
State  in  accordance  with  section  104  of  this  title  for  such  fiscal  year 
and  all  preceding  fiscal  years. 

§  120.  Federal  share  payable 

(a)  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (d)  of  this  section,  the 
Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  project,  financed  with  pri¬ 
mary,  secondary,  or  urban  funds,  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  system 
and  the  Federal-aid  secondary  system  shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum 
of  the  cost  of  construction,  except  that  in  the  case  of  any  State  con¬ 
taining  nontaxable  Indian  lands,  individual  and  tribal,  and  public 
domain  lands  (both  reserved  and  unreserved)  exclusive  of  national 
forests  and  national  parks  and  monuments,  exceeding  5  per  centum 
of  the  total  area  of  all  lands  therein,  the  Federal  share  shall  be 
increased  by  a  percentage  of  the  remaining  cost  equal  to  the  percentage 
that  the  area  of  all  such  lands  in  such  State,  is  of  its  total  area. 

(b)  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (d)  of  this  section,  the 
Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  project,  financed  with  inter¬ 
state  funds  on  the  Interstate  System,  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
prior  to  June  29,  1956,  shall  not  exceed  60  per  centum  of  the  cost  of 
construction,  except  that  in  the  case  of  any  State  containing  unappro¬ 
priated  and  unreserved  public  lands  and  nontaxable  Indian  lands, 
individual  and  tribal,  exceeding  5  per  centum  of  the  total  area  of  all 
lands  therein,  the  Federal  share  shall  be  increased  by  a  percentage  of 
the  remaining  cost  equal  to  the  percentage  that  the  area  of  all  such 
lands  in  such  State,  is  of  its  total  area.  The  provisions  of  subsection 
(a)  of  this,  section  shall  apply  to  any  project  financed  with  funds 
authorized  by  the  provisions  of  section  2  of  the  Federal- Aid  Highway 
Act  of  1952. 

(c)  Subject  to  the  provisions  of  subsection  (d)  of  this  section,  the 
Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  project  on  the  Interstate 
System  provided  for  by  funds  made  available  under  the  provisions 
of  section  108(b)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  shall  be 
increased  to  90  jper  centum  of  the  total  cost  thereof,  plus  a  percentage 
of  the  remaining  10  per  centum  of  such  cost  in  any  State  containing 
unappropriated  and  unreserved  public  lands  and  nontaxable  Indian 
lands,  individual  and  tribal,  exceeding  5  per  centum  of  the  total  area 
of  all  lands  therein,  equal  to  the  percentage  that  the  area  of  such 
lands  in  such  State  is  of  its  total  area,  except  that  such  Federal  share 
payable  on  any  project  in  any  State  shall  not  exceed  95  per  centum 
of  the  total  cost  of  such  project. 
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(d)  The  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  project  for  the 
elimination  of  hazards  of  railway-highway  crossings,  as  more  fully 
described  and  subject  to  the  conditions  and  limitations  set  forth  in 
section  130  of  this  title,  may  amount  to  100  per  centum  of  the  cost 
of  construction  of  such  projects,  except  that  not  more  than  50  per 
centum  of  the  right-of-way  and  property  damage  costs,  paid  from 
public  funds,  on  any  such  project,  may  be  paid  from  sums  apportioned 
in  accordance  with  section  104  of  this  title:  Provided,  That  not  more 
than  10  per  centum  of  all  the  sums  apportioned  for  all  the  Federal-aid 
systems  for  any  fiscal  year  in  accordance  with  section  104  of  this  title 
shall  be  used  under  this  subsection. 

(e)  The  Secretary  may  rely  on  a  statement  from  the  Secretary  of 
the  Interior  as  to  the  area  of  the  lands  referred  to  in  subsections  (a) 
and  (b)  of  this  section.  The  Secretary  of  the  Interior  is  authorized 
and  directed  to  provide  such  statement  annually. 

(f)  The  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  repair  or  recon¬ 
struction  provided  for  by  funds  made  available  under  section  125  of 
this  title  shall  not  exceed  50  per  centum  of  the  cost  thereof,  except  j 
that  the  Federal  share  payable  on  account  of  any  repair  or  reconstruc¬ 
tion  of  forest  highways,  forest  development  road$  and  trails,  park 
roads  and  trails,  and  Indian  reservation  roads  m^y  amount  to  100 
per  centum  of  the  cost  thereof,  whether  or  not  such  highways,  roads, 
or  trails  are  on  any  Federal-aid  highway  system.  Any  project  agree¬ 
ment  for  which  the  final  voucher  has  not  been  approved  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  on  or  before  the  date  of  this  Act  may  be  modified  to  provide 
for  the  Federal  share  authorized  herein. 

(g)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  cooperate  with  the  State  high¬ 
way  departments  and  with  the  Department  of  the  Interior  in  the 
construction  of  Federal-aid  highways  within  Indian  reservations  and 
national  parks  and  monuments  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Interior  and  to  pay  the  amount  assumed  therefor  from 
the  funds  apportioned  in  accordance  with  section  104  of  this  title  to 
the  State  wherein  the  reservations  and  national  parks  and  monuments 
are  located. 

§  121.  Payment  to  States  for  construction 

(a)  The  Secretary  may  in  his  discretion,  from  time  to  time  as  the 
work  progresses,  make  payments  to  a  State  for  costs  of  construction  j 
incurred  by  it  on  a  project.  These  payments  shall  at  no  time  exceed  " 
the  Federal  share  of  the  costs  of  construction  incurred  to  the  date 
of  the  voucher  covering  such  payment  plus  the  Federal  share  of  the 
value  of  the  materials  which  have  been  stockpiled  in  the  vicinity  of 
such  construction  in  conformity  to  plans  and  specifications  for  the 
project. 

(b)  After  completion  of  a  project  in  accordance  with  the  plans 
and  specifications,  and  approval  of  the  final  voucher  by  the  Secretary, 
a  State  shall  be  entitled  to  payment  out  of  the  appropriate  sums 
apportioned  to  it  of  the  unpaid  balance  of  the  Federal  share  payable 
on  account  of  such  project. 

(c)  No  payment  shall  be  made  under  this  chapter,  except  for  a 
project  located  on  a  Federal-aid  system  and  covered  by  a  project 
agreement.  No  final  payment  shall  be  made  to  a  State  for  its  costs 
of  construction  of  a  project  until  the  completion  of  the  construc¬ 
tion  has  been  approved  by  the  Secretary  following  inspections  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  114(a)  of  this  title. 
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Win  making  payments  pursuant  to  this  section,  the  Secretary 
shall  be  bound  by  the  limitations  with  respect  to  the  permissible 
amounts  of  such  payments  contained  in  sections  120  and  130  of  this 
title.  Payments  for  construction  engineering  on  any  one  project 
shall  not  exceed  the  10  per  centum  of  the  Federal  share  of  the  cost 
of  construction  of  such  project  after  excluding  from  the  cost  of  con¬ 
struction  the  costs  of  rights-of-way,  preliminary  engineering,  and 
construction  engineering. 

(e)  Such  payments  shall  be  made  to  such  official  or  officials  or 
depository  as  may  be  designated  by  the  State  highway  department 
and  authorized  under  the  laws  of  the  State  to  receive  public  funds 
of  the  State. 

§  122.  Payment  to  States  for  bond  retirement 

Any  State  that  shall  use  the  proceeds  of  bonds  issued  by  the  State, 
county,  city,  or  other  political  subdivision  of  the  State  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  one  or  more  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary  or 
Interstate  System,  or  extensions  of  any  of  the  Federal-aid  highway 
systems  in  urban  areas,  may  claim  payment  of  any  portion  of  the 
sums  apportioned  to  it  for  expenditure  on  such  system  to  aid  in 
the  retirement  of  the  principal  of  such  bonds  at  their  maturities,  to 
the  extent  that  the  proceeds  of  such  bonds  have  been  actually  ex¬ 
pended  in  the  construction  of  one  or  more  of  such  projects.  Such 
claim  for  payment  may  be  made  only  when  all  of  the  provisions 
of  this  title  have  been  complied  with  to  the  same  extent  and  with 
the  same  effect  as  though  payment  were  to  be  made  to  the  State  under 
section  121  of  this  title,  instead  of  this  section,  and  the  Federal  share 
payable  shall  not  exceed  the  pro  rata  basis  of  payment  authorized 
in  section  120  of  this  title.  This  section  shall  not  be  construed  as  a 
commitment  or  obligation  on  the  part  of  the  United  States  to  provide 
funds  for  the  payment  of  the  principal  of  any  such  bonds. 

§  123.  Relocation  of  utility  facilities 

(a)  When  a  State  shall  pay  for  the  cost  of  relocation  of  utility 
facilities  necessitated  by  the  construction  of  a  project  on  the  Federal- 
aid  primary  or  secondary  systems  or  on  the  Interstate  System,  in¬ 
cluding  extensions  thereof  within  urban  areas,  Federal  funds  may  be 
used  to  reimburse  the  State  for  such  cost  in  the  same  proportion  as 
Federal  funds  are  expended  on  the  project.  Federal  funds  shall  not 
be  used  to  reimburse  the  State  imder  this  section  when  the  payment 
to  the  utility  violates  the  law  of  the  State  or  violates  a  legal  contract 
between  the  utility  and  the  State.  Such  reimbursement  shall  be  made 
only  after  evidence  satisfactory  to  the  Secretary  shall  have  been 
presented  to  him  substantiating  the  fact  that  the  State  has  paid  such 
cost  from  its  own  funds  with  respect  to  Federal-aid  highway  projects 
for  which  Federal  funds  are  obligated  subsequent  to  April  16,  1958, 
for  work,  including  relocation  of  utility  facilities. 

(b)  The  term  “utility”,  for  the  purposes  of  this  section,  shall  in¬ 
clude  publicly,  privately,  and  cooperatively  owned  utilities. 

(c)  The  term  “cost  of  relocation”,  for  the  purposes  of  this  section, 
shall  include  the  entire  amount  paid  by  such  utility  properly  attribut¬ 
able  to  such  relocation  after  deducting  therefrom  any  increase  in  the 
value  of  the  new  facility  and  any  salvage  value  derived  from  the  old 
facility. 
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§  124.  Advances  to  States 

If  the  Secretary  shall  determine  that  it  is  necessary  for  the  expe¬ 
ditious  completion  of  projects  on  any  of  the  Federal-aid  systems, 
including  the  Interstate  System,  he  may  advance  to  any  State  out  of 
any  existing  appropriations  the  Federal  share  of  the  cost  of  construc¬ 
tion  thereof  to  enable  the  State  highway  department  to  make  prompt 
payments  for  acquisition  of  rights-of-way,  and  for  the  construction 
as  it  progresses.  The  sums  so  advanced  shall  be  deposited  in  a  special 
revolving  trust  fund,  by  the  State  official  authorized  under  the  laws 
of  the  State  to  receive  Federal-aid  highway  funds,  to  be  disbursed 
solely  upon  vouchers  approved  by  the  State  highway  department  for 
rights-of-way  which  have  been  or  are  being  acquired,  and  for  con¬ 
struction  which  has  been  actually  performed  and  approved  by  the 
Secretary  pursuant  to  this  chapter.  Upon  determination  by  the  Sec¬ 
retary  that  any  part  of t  the  funds  advanced  to  any  State  under  the 
provisions  of  this  section  are  no  longer  required,  the  amount  of  the 
advance,  which  is  determined  to  be  in  excess  of  current  requirements 
of  the  State,  shall  be  repaid  upon  his  demand,  and  such  repayments 
shall  be  returned  to  the  credit  of  the  appropriation  from  which  the 
funds  were  advanced.  Any  sum  advanced  and  not  repaid  on  demand 
shall  be  deducted  from  sums  due  the  State  for  the  Federal  pro  rata 
share  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  Federal-aid  projects. 

§  125.  Emergency  relief 

(a)  An  emergency  fund  is  authorized  for  expenditure  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary,  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  section  and  section  120,  for 
the  repair  or  reconstruction  of  highways,  roads,  and  trails  which  he 
shall  find  have  suffered  serious  damage  as  the  result  of  disaster  over 
a  wide  area,  such  as  by  floods,  hurricanes,  tidal  waves,  earthquakes, 
severe  storms,  landslides,  or  other  catastrophes  in  any  part  of  the 
United  States.  The  appropriation  of  such  moneys,  not  to  exceed 
$30,000,000,  as  may  be  necessary  for  the  initial  establishment  of  this 
fund  and  for  its  replenishment  on  an  annual  basis  is  authorized. 
Pending  such  appropriation  or  replenishment  the  Secretary  may 
expend  from  any  funds  heretofore  or  hereafter  appropriated  for 
expenditure  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  title,  including 
existing  Federal-aid  appropriations,  such  sums  as  may  be  necessary 
for  the  immediate  prosecution  of  the  work  herein  authorized,  such 
appropriations  to  be  reimbursed  from  the  appropriations  herein 
authorized  when  made. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may  expend  funds  from  the  emergency  fund 
herein  authorized  for  the  repair  or  reconstruction  of  highways  on  the 
Federal-aid  highway  systems,  including  the  Interstate  System,  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  this  chapter.  Except  as  to  high¬ 
ways,  roads,  and  trails  mentioned  in  subsection  (c)  of  this  section,  no 
funds  shall  be  so  expended  unless  the  Secretary  has  received  an 
application  therefor  from  the  State  highway  department,  and  unless 
an  emergency  has  been  declared  by  the  Governor  of  the  State  and 
concurred  in  by  the  Secretary. 

(c)  The  Secretary  may  expend  funds  from  the  emergency  fund 
herein  authorized,  either  independently  or  in  cooperation  with  any 
otfier  branch  of  the  Government,  State  agency,  organization,  or  per¬ 
son,  for  the  repair  or  reconstruction  of  forest  highways,  forest  devel¬ 
opment  roads  and  trails,  park  roads  and  trails,  and  Indian  reserva- 
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tion  roads,  whether  or  not  such  highways,  roads,  or  trails  are  on  any 
of  the  Federal-aid  highway  systems. 

§  126.  Diversion 

(a)  Since  it  is  unfair  and  unjust  to  tax  motor-vehicle  transporta¬ 
tion  unless  the  proceeds  of  such  taxation  are  applied  to  the  construc¬ 
tion,  improvement,  or  maintenance  of  highways,  after  June  30,  1935, 
Federal  aid  for  highway  construction  shall  be  extended  only  to  those 
States  that  use  at  least  the  amounts  provided  by  law  on  June  18,  1934, 
for  such  purposes  in  each  State  from  State  motor  vehicle  registration 
fees,  licenses,  gasoline  taxes,  and  other  special  taxes  on  motor-vehicle 
owners  and  operators  of  all  kinds  for  the  construction,  improvement, 
and  maintenance  of  highways  and  administrative  expenses  in  con¬ 
nection  therewith,  including  the  retirement  of  bonds  for  the  payment 
of  which  such  revenues  have  been  pledged,  and  for  no  other  pur¬ 
poses,  under  such.  regulations  as  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall 
promulgate  from  time  to  time. 

(b)  In  no  case  shall  the  provisions  of  this  section  operate  to  de¬ 
prive  any  State  of  more  than  one-third  of  the  entire  apportionment 
authorized  under  this  chapter  to  which  that  State  would  be  entitled 
in  any  fiscal  year.  The  amount  of  any  reduction  in  a  State’s  ap¬ 
portionment  shall  be  reapportioned  in  the  same  manner  as  any  other 
unexpended  balance  at  the  end  of  the  period  during  which  it  other¬ 
wise  would  be  available  in  accordance  with  section  104(b)  of  this 
title. 

§  127.  Vehicle  weight  and  width  limitations — Interstate  System 

No  funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  any  fiscal  year  under 
section  108(b)  of  the  Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956  shall  be  ap¬ 
portioned  to  any  State  within  the  boundaries  of  which  the  Interstate 
System  may  lawfully  be  used  by  vehicles  with  weight  in  excess  of 
eighteen  thousand  pounds  carried  on  any  one  axle,  or  with  a  tandem- 
axle  weight  in  excess  of  thirty-two  thousand  pounds,  or  with  an  over¬ 
all  gross  weight  in  excess  of  seventy-three  thousand  two  hundred  and 
eighty  pounds,  or  with  a  width  in  excess  of  ninety-six  inches,  or  the 
corresponding  maximum  weights  or  maximum  widths  permitted  for 
vehicles  using  the  public  highways  of  such  State  under  laws  or  regu¬ 
lations  established  by  appropriate  State  authority  in  effect  on  July  1, 
1956,  whichever  is  the  greater.  Any  amount  which  is  withheld  from 
apportionment  to  any  State  pursuant  to  the  foregoing  provisions 
shall  lapse.  This  section  shall  not  be  construed  to  deny  apportion¬ 
ment  to  any  State  allowing  the  operation  within  such  State  of  any 
vehicles  or  combinations  thereof  that  could  be  lawfully  operated 
within  such  State  on  July  1,  1956.  With  respect  to  the  State  of 
Hawaii  laws  or  regulations  in  effect  on  February  1,  1960,  shall  be 
applicable  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  in  lieu  of  those  in  effect 
on  July  1,  1956. 

§  128.  Public  hearings 

(a)  Any  State  highway  department  which  submits  plans  for  a  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  highway  project  involving  the  bypassing  of,  or  going  through, 
any  city,  town,  or  village,  either  incorporated  or  unincorporated,  shall 
certify  to  the  Secretary  that  it  has  had  public  hearings,  or  has  af¬ 
forded  the  opportunity  for  such  hearings,  and  has  considered  the 
economic  effects  of  such  a  location.  Any  State  highway  department 
which  submits  plans  for  an  Interstate  System  project  shall  certify 
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to  the  Secretary  that  it  has  had  public  hearings  at  a  convenient  loca¬ 
tion,  or  has  afforded  the  opportunity  for  such  hearings,  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  enabling  persons  in  rural  areas  through  or  contiguous  to  whose 
property  the  highway  will  pass  to  express  any  objections  they  may 
have  to  the  proposed  location  of  such  highway. 

(b)  When  hearings  have  been  held  under  subsection  (a),  the  State 
highway  department  shall  submit  a  copy  of  the  transcript  of  said 
hearings  to  the  Secretary,  together  with  the  certification. 

§  129.  Toll  roads,  bridges,  tunnels,  and  ferries 

(a)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  301  of  this  title,  the 
Secretary  may  permit  Federal  participation,  on  the  same  basis  and 
in  the  same  manner  as  in  the  construction  of  free  highways  under 
this  chapter,  in  the  construction  of  any  toll  bridge,  toll  tunnel,  or 
approach  thereto,  upon  compliance  with  the  conditions  contained  in 
this  section.  Such  bridge,  tunnel,  or  approach  thereto,  must  be  pub¬ 
licly  owned  and  operated.  Federal  funds  may  participate  in  the  ap¬ 
proaches  to  a  toll  bridge  or  toll  tunnel  whether  such  bridge  or  tunnel 
is  to  be  or  has  been  constructed,  or  acquired,  by  the  State  or  other 
public  authority.  The  State  highway  department  or  departments 
must  be  a  party  or  parties  to  an  agreement  with  the  Secretary  whereby 
it  or  they  undertake  performance  of  the  following  obligations: 

(1)  all  tolls  received  from  the  operation  of  the  bridge  or  tunnel, 
less  the  actual  cost  of  such  operation  and  maintenance,  shall  be 
applied  to  the  repayment  to  the  State  or  other  public  authority  of 
all  of  the  costs  of  construction  or  acquisition  of  such  bridge  or  tun¬ 
nel,  except  that  part  which  was  contributed  by  the  United  States; 

(2)  no  tolls  shall  be  charged  for  the  use  of  such  bridge  or 
tunnel  after  the  State  or  other  public  authority  shall  have  been 
so  repaid ;  and 

(3)  after  the  date  of  final  repayment,  the  bridge  or  tunnel 
shall  be  maintained  and  operated  as  a  free  bridge  or  free  tunnel. 

(b)  Upon  a  finding  by  the  Secretary  that  such  action  will  promote 
the  development  of  an  integrated  Interstate  System,  the  Secretary  is 
authorized  to  approve  as  part  of  the  Interstate  System  any  toll  road, 
bridge  or  tunnel,  now  or  hereafter  constructed  which  meets  the  stand¬ 
ards  adopted  for  the  improvement  of  projects  located  on  the  Interstate 
System,  when  such  toll  road,  bridge  or  tunnel  is  located  on  a  route 
heretofore  or  hereafter  designated  as  a  part  of  the  Interstate  System. 
No  Federal-aid  highway  funds  shall  be  expended  for  the  construction, 
reconstruction  or  improvement  of  any  such  toll  road,  except  to  the 
extent  permitted  by  law  after  June  29, 1956.  No  Federal-aid  highway 
funds  shall  be  expended  for  the  construction,  reconstruction  or 
improvement  of  any  such  toll  bridge  or  tunnel,  except  to  the  extent 
permitted  by  law  on  or  after  June  29,  1956. 

(c)  Funds  authorized  for  expenditure  on  any  of  the  Federal-aid 
highway  systems,  including  the  Interstate  System,  shall  be  available 
for  expenditure  on  projects  approaching  any  toll  road,  bridge  or 
tunnel  to  a  point  where  such  project  will  have  some  use  irrespective 
of  its  use  for  such  toll  road,  bridge  or  tunnel. 

(d)  Funds  authorized  for  the  Interstate  System  shall  be  available 
for  expenditure  on  Interstate  System  projects  approaching  any  toll 
road  on  the  Interstate  System,  although  the  project  has  no  use  other 
than  an  approach  to  such  toll  road,  if  an  agreement  satisfactory  to 
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the  Secretary  has  been  reached  with  the  State  prior  to  the  approval 
of  such  project — 

(1)  that  the  section  of  toll  road  will  become  free  to  the  public 
upon  the  collection  of  tolls  sufficient  to  liquidate  the  cost  of  the 
toll  road  or  any  bonds  outstanding  at  the  time  constituting  a 
valid  lien  against  such  section  of  toll  road  covered  in  the  agree¬ 
ment  and  their  maintenance  and  operation  and  debt  service  dur¬ 
ing  the  period  of  toll  collections,  and 

(2)  that  there  is  one  or  more  reasonably  satisfactory  alternate 
free  routes  available  to  traffic  by  which  the  toll  section  of  the 
system  may  be  bypassed. 

(e)  Notwithstanding  the  provisos  of  section  301  of  this  title, 
the  Secretary  may  permit  Federal  participation  under  this  title  in 
the  construction  of  a  project  constituting  an  approach  to  a  ferry, 
whether  toll  or  free,  the  route  of  which  has  been  approved  under 
section  103(b)  or  (c)  of  this  title  as  a  part  of  one  of  the  Federal-aid 
systems  and  has  not  been  designated  as  a  route  on  the  Interstate 
System.  Such  ferry  may  be  either  publicly  or  privately  owned  and 
operated,  but  the  operating  authority  and  the  amount  of  fares  charged 
for  passage  shall  be  under  the  control  of  a  State  agency  or  official, 
and  all  revenues  derived  from  publicly  owned  or  operated  ferries 
shall  be  applied  to  payment  of  the  cost  of  construction  or  acquisition 
thereof,  including  debt  service,  and  to  actual  and  necessary  costs  of 
operation,  maintenance,  repair,  and  replacement. 

§  130.  Railway-highway  crossings 

(a)  Except  as  provided  in  subsection  (d)  of  section  120  of  this 
title  and  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  the  entire  cost  of  construction 
of  projects  for  the  elimination  of  hazards  of  railway-highway  cross¬ 
ings,  including  the  separation  or  protection  of  grades  at  crossings, 
the  reconstruction  of  existing  railroad  grade  crossing  structures,  and 
the  relocation  of  highways  to  eliminate  grade  crossings,  may  be  paid 
from  sums  apportioned  in  accordance  with  section  104  of  this  title. 
In  any  case  when  the  elimination  of  the  hazards  of  a  railway-high¬ 
way  crossing  can  be  effected  by  the  relocation  of  a  portion  of  a  rail¬ 
way  at  a  cost  estimated  by  the  Secretary  to  be  less  than  the  cost  of 
such  elimination  by  one  of  the  methods  mentioned  m  the  first  sen¬ 
tence  of  this  section,  then  the  entire  cost  of  such  relocation  project, 
except  as  provided  in  subsection  (d)  of  section  120  of  this  title  and 
subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  may  be  paid  from  sums  apportioned  in 
accordance  with  section  104  of  this  title. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may  classify  the  various  types  of  projects  in¬ 
volved  in  the  elimination  of  hazards  of  railway-highway  crossings, 
and  may  set  for  each  such  classification  a  percentage  of  the  costs 
of  construction  which  shall  be  deemed  to  represent  the  net  benefit 
to  the  railroad  or  railroads  for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  rail¬ 
road’s  share  of  the  cost  of  construction.  The  percentage  so  deter¬ 
mined  shall  in  no  case  exceed  10  per  centum.  The  Secretary  shall 
determine  the  appropriate  classification  of  each  project. 

(c)  Any  railroad  involved  in  a  project  for  the  elimination  of 
hazards  of  rail  way -high  way  crossings  paid  for  in  whole  or  in  part 
from  sums  made  available  for  expenditure  under  this  title,  or  prior 
Acts,  shall  be  liable  to  the  United  States  for  the  net  benefit  to  the 
railroad  determined  under  the  classification  of  such  project  made 
pursuant  to  subsection  (b)  of  this  section.  Such  liability  to  the 
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United  States  may  be  discharged  by  direct  payment  to  the  State  high¬ 
way  department  of  the  State  in  which  the  project  is  located,  in  which 
case  such  payment  shall  be  credited  to  the  cost  of  the  project.  Such 
payment  may  consist  in  whole  or  in  part  of  materials  and  labor 
furnished  by  the  railroad  in  connection  with  the  construction  of  such 
project.  If  any  such  railroad  fails  to  discharge  such  liability  within 
a  six-month  period  after  completion  of  the  project,  it  shall  be  liable  to 
the  United  States  for  its  share  of  the  cost,  and  the  Secretary  shall 
request  the  Attorney  General  to  institute  proceedings  against  such 
railroad  for  the  recovery  of  the  amount  for  which  it  is  liable  under 
this  subsection.  The  Attorney  General  is  authorized  to  bring  such 
proceedings  on  behalf  of  the  United  States,  in  the  appropriate  dis¬ 
trict  court  of  the  United  States,  and  the  United  States  shall  be  entitled 
in  such  proceedings  to  recover  such  sums  as  it  is  considered  and 
adjudged  by  the  court  that  such  railroad  is  liable  for  in  the  premises. 
Any  amounts  recovered  by  the  United  States  under  this  subsection 
shall  be  credited  to  miscellaneous  receipts. 

§  131.  Areas  adjacent  to  the  Interstate  System 

(a)  To  promote  the  safety,  convenience,  and  enjoyment  of  public 
travel  and  the  free  flow  of  interstate  commerce  and  to  protect  the 
public  investment  in  the  National  System  of  Interstate  and  Defense 
Highways,  it  is  declared  to  be  in  the  public  interest  to  encourage 
and  assist  the  States  to  control  the  use  of*  and  to  improve  areas 
adjacent  to  the  Interstate  System  by  controlling  the  erection  and 
maintenance  of  outdoor  advertising  signs,  displays,  and  devices 
adjacent  to  that  system.  It  is  declared  to  be  a  national  policy  that 
the  erection  and  maintenance  of  outdoor  advertising  signs,  displays, 
or  devices  within  six  hundred  and  sixty  feet  of  the  edge  of  the  right- 
of-way  and  visible  from  the  main-traveled  way  of  all  portions  of  the 
Interstate  System  constructed  upon  any  part  of  right-of-way,  the 
entire  width  of  which  is  acquired  subsequent  to  July  1,  1956,  should 
be  regulated,  consistent  with  national  standards  to  be  prepared  and 
promulgated  by  the  Secretary,  which  shall  include  only  the  following 
four  types  of  signs,  and  no  signs  advertising  illegal  activities: 

(1)  Directional  or  other  official  signs  or  notices  that  are  re¬ 
quired  or  authorized  by  law. 

(2)  Signs  advertising  the  sale  or  lease  of  the  property  upon 
which  they  are  located. 

(3)  Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant  to  authorization  or 
permitted  under  State  law,  and  not  inconsistent  with  the  national 
policy  and  standards  of  tbis  section,  advertising  activities  being 
conducted  at  a  location  within  twelve  miles  of  the  point  at  which 
such  signs  are  located. 

(4)  Signs  erected  or  maintained  pursuant  to  authorization  in 
State  law  and  not  inconsistent  with  the  national  policy  and  stand¬ 
ards  of  this  section,  and  designed  to  give  information  in  the 
specific  interest  of  the  traveling  public. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  to  enter  into  agree¬ 
ments  with  State  highway  departments  (including  such  supple¬ 
mentary  agreements  as  may  be  necessary)  to  carry  out  the  national 
policy  set  forth  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  with  respect  to  the 
Interstate  System  within  the  State.  Any  such  agreement  shall 
include  provisions  for  regulation  and  control  of  the  erection  and 
maintenance  of  advertising  signs,  displays,  and  other  advertising 
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devices  in  conformity  with  the  standards  established  in  accordance 
with  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  and  may  include,  among  other 
things,  provisions  for  preservation  of  natural  beauty,  prevention  of 
erosion,  landscaping,  reforestation,  development  of  viewpoints  for 
scenic  attractions  that  are  accessible  to  the  public  without  charge,  and 
the  erection  of  markers,  signs,  or  plaques,  and  development  of  areas 
in  appreciation  of  sites  of  historical  significance.  Agreements  entered 
into  between  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and  State  highway  depart¬ 
ments  under  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  those  segments  of  the 
Interstate  System  which  traverse  commercial  or  industrial  zones 
within  the  presently  existing  boundaries  of  incorporated  municipalities 
wherein  the  use  of  real  property  adjacent  to  the  Interstate  System 
is  subject  to  municipal  regulation  or  control,  or  which  traverse  other 
areas  where  the  land  use,  as  of  the  date  of  approval  of  this  Act,  is 
clearly  established  by  State  law  as  industrial  or  commercial:  and  any 
such  segment  excluded  from  the  application  of  such  standards  shall 
not  be  considered  in  computing  the  increase  of  the  Federal  share 

\  payable  on  account  thereof. 

(c)  Notwithstanding  the  provisions  of  section  109  of  this  title, 
if  an  agreement  pursuant  to  this  section  has  been  entered  into  with 
any  State  prior  to  July  1,  1963,  the  Federal  share  payable  on  ac¬ 
count  of  any  project  on  the  Interstate  System  within  that  State 
provided  for  by  funds  authorized  under  the  provisions  of  section 
108(b)  of  the  ‘Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  of  1956,  as  amended  by 
section  8  of  the  Federal -Aid  Highway  Act  of  1958,  to  which  the 
national  policy  and  the  agreement  apply,  shall  be  increased  by  one- 
half  of  one  per  centum  of  the  total  cost  thereof,  not  including  any 
additional  cost  that  may  be  incurred  in  the  carrying  out  of  the  agree¬ 
ment.  The  increase  in  the  Federal  share  which  is  payable  hereunder 
shall  be  paid  only  from  appropriations  from  moneys  in  the  Treasury 
not  otherwise  appropriated,  which  such  appropriations  are  hereby 
authorized. 

(d)  Whenever  any  portion  of  the  Interstate  System  is  located 
upon  or  adjacent  to  any  public  lands  or  reservations  of  the  United 
States,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  may  make  such  arrangements  and 
enter  into  such  agreements  with  the  agency  having  jurisdiction  over 
such  lands  or  reservations  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  the 

)  national  policy  set  forth  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  and  any 
such  agency  is  authorized  and  directed  to  cooperate  fully  with  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  in  this  connection. 

(e)  Whenever  a  State  shall  acquire  by  purchase  or  condemnation 
the  right  to  advertise  or  regulate  advertising  in  an  area  adjacent  to 
the  right-of-way  of  a  project  on  the  Interstate  System  for  the  pur¬ 
pose  of  implementing  this  section,  the  cost  of  such  acquisition  shall 
be  considered  as  a  part  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  such  project  and 
Federal  funds  may  be  used  to  pay  the  Federal  pro  rata  share  of  such 
cost.  Reimbursement  to  the  State  shall  be  made  only  with  respect 
to  that  portion  of  such  cost  which  does  not  exceed  5  per  centum  of  the 
cost  of  the  right-of-way  for  such  project. 

§  132.  Payments  on  Federal-aid  projects  undertaken  by  a  Federal 
agency 

Wliere  a  proposed  Federal-aid  project  is  to  be  undertaken  by  a 
Federal  agency  pursuant  to  an  agreement  between  a  State  and  such 
Federal  agency  and  the  State  makes  a  deposit  with  or  payment  to 
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such  Federal  agency  as  may  be  required  in  fulfillment  of  the  State’s 
obligation  under  such  agreement  for  the  work  undertaken  or  to  be 
undertaken  by  such  Federal  agency,  the  Secretary,  upon  execution 
of  a  project  agreement  with  such  State  for  the  proposed  Federal-aid 
project,  may  reimburse  the  State  out  of  the  appropriate  appropria¬ 
tions  the  estimated  Federal  share  under  the  provisions  of  this  title 
of  the  State’s  obligation  so  deposited  or  paid  by  such  State.  Upon 
completion  of  such  project  and  its  acceptance  by  the  Secretary,  an 
adjustment  shall  be  made  in  such  Federal  share  payable  on  account 
of  such  project  based  on  the  final  cost  thereof.  Any  sums  reimbursed 
to  the  State  under  this  section  which  may  be  in  excess  of  the  Federal 
pro  rata  share  under  the  provisions  of  this  title  of  the  State’s  share 
of  the  cost  as  set  forth  in  the  approved  final  voucher  submitted  by 
the  State  shall  be  recovered  and  credited  to  the  same  class  of  funds 
from  which  the  Federal  payment  under  this  section  was  made. 

§  133.  Relocation  assistance 

(a)  As  used  in  this  section  the  term  “ eligible  person ”  means  any  indi¬ 
vidual,  family,  business  concern  ( including  the  operation  of  a  farm)  and 
nonprofit  organization  to  be  displaced  by  construction  of  a  project. 

(b)  The  Secretary  prior  to  his  approval  of  any  project  under  section 
1 06  of  this  title  for  right-of-way  acquisition  or  actual  construction  shall 
require  the  State  highway  department  to  give  satisfactory  assurance  that 
there  exists  one  or  more  feasible  methods  ( including  relocation  advisory 
assistance )  for  the  relocation  of  families  displaced  by  acquisition  or 
clearance  of  rights-of-way  for  any  Federal-aid  highway. 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall  approve,  as  a  part  of  the  cost  of  construction 
of  a  project  on  any  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  systems,  such  relocation 
payments  as  may  be  made  by  a  State  highway  department,  or  a  local 
public  agency  acting  as  an  agent  for  the  State  highway  department  for 
this  purpose,  to  eligible  persons  for  their  reasonable  and  necessary  moving 
expenses  caused  by  their  displacement  from  real  property  acquired  for 
such  project.  However,  the  Secretary  shall  not  require  a  State  to  pay 
relocation  payments  where  not  authorized  by  State  law. 

(d)  Payments  under  this  section  shall  be  subject  to  such  rules  and 
regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  and  shall  not  exceed 
$200  in  the  case  of  an  individual  or  family,  or  $3,000  in  the  case  of  a 
business  concern  ( including  the  operation  of  a  farm)  or  nonprofit  organi¬ 
zation.  In  the  case  of  a  business  ( including  the  operation  of  a  farm) 
and  in  the  case  of  a  nonprofit  organization,  the  allowable  expenses  for 
transportation  under  this  subsection  shall  not  exceed  the  cost  of  moving 
50  miles  from  the  point  from  which  such  business  or  organization  is  being 
displaced.  Such  rules  and  regulations  may  include  provisions  author¬ 
izing  reimbursement  for  payments  made  to  individuals  and  families  of 
fixed  amounts  ( not  to  exceed  $200  in  any  case)  in  lieu  of  their  respective 
reasonable  and  necessary  moving  expenses. 

(e)  This  section  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  projects  approved 
under  section  106  of  this  title  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  section. 

§  134.  Transportation  planning  in  certain  urban  areas 

It  is  declared  to  be  in  the  national  interest  to  encourage  and  promote 
the  development  of  transportation  systems,  embracing  various  modes  of 
transport  in  a  manner  that  will  serve  the  States  and  local  communities 
efficiently  and  effectively.  To  accomplish  this  objective  the  Secretary 
shall  cooperate  with  the  States,  as  authorized  in  this  title,  in  the  develop¬ 
ment  of  long-range  highway  plans  and  programs  which  are  properly 
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coordinated  with  plans  jor  improvements  in  other  affected  forms  of 
transportation  and  which  are  formulated  with  due  consideration  to  their 
probable  effect  on  the  future  development  of  urban  areas  of  more  than 
■fifty  thousand  population.  After  July  1,  1965,  the  Secretary  shall  not 
approve  under  section  105  of  this  title  any  program  for  projects  in  any 
urban  area  of  more  than  fifty  thousand  population  unless  he  finds  that 
such  projects  are  based  on  a  continuing  comprehensive  transportation 
planning  process  carried  on  cooperatively  by  States  and  local  commu¬ 
nities  in  conformance  with  the  objectives  stated  in  this  section. 

CHAPTER  2— OTHER  HIGHWAYS 

Sec 

201.  Authorizations. 

202.  Apportionment  or  allocation. 

203.  Availability  of  funds. 

204.  Forest  highways. 

205.  Forest  development  roads  and  trails. 

206.  Park  roads  and  trails. 

207.  Parkways. 

)  208.  Indian  reservation  roads. 

'  209.  Public  lands  highways. 

210.  Defense  access  roads. 

211.  Timber  access  road  hearings. 

212.  Inter-American  Highway. 

213.  Rama  Road. 

21 4-  Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails. 

§  201.  Authorizations 

The  provisions  of  this  title  shall  apply  to  all  unappropriated  author¬ 
izations  contained  in  prior  Acts,  and  also  to  all  unexpended  appro¬ 
priations  heretofore  made,  providing  for  the  expenditure  of  Federal 
funds  on  the  following  classes  of  highways:  Forest  highways,  forest 
development  roads  and  trails,  park  roads  and  trails,  parkways,  Indian 
reservation  roads,  public  lands  highways,  and  defense  access  roads. 
All  such  authorizations  and  appropriations  shall  continue  in  full  force 
and  effect,  but  hereafter  obligations  entered  into  and  expenditures 
made  pursuant  thereto  shall  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  title. 

§_202.  Apportionment  or  allocation 

(a)  On  or  before  January  1  next  preceding  the  commencement  of 
each  fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  shall  apportion  the  sums  authorized  to 

)  be  appropriated  for  such  fiscal  year  for  forest  highways  in  the  several 
1  States,  according  to  the  area  and  value  of  the  land  owned  by  the 
United  States  within  the  national  forests  therein,  which  the  Secretary 
of  Agriculture  is  directed  to  determine  and  certify  to  the  Secretary 
from  such  information,  sources,  and  departments  as  the  Secretary  of 
Agriculture  may  deem  most  accurate. 

(b)  Sums  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  forest  development 
roads  and  trails  shall  be  allocated  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
according  to  the  relative  needs  of  the  various  national  forests,  taking 
into  consideration  the  existing  transportation  facilities,  value  of  tim¬ 
ber  or  other  resources  served,  relative  fire  danger,  and  comparative 
difficulties  of  road  and  trail  construction. 

(c)  Sums  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  public  lands  highways 
shall  be  allocated  by  the  Secretary  among  those  States  having  unap¬ 
propriated  or  unreserved  public  lands,  nontaxable  Indian  lands,  or 
other  Federal  reservations,  on  the  basis  of  need  in  such  States,  respec¬ 
tively,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary  upon  application  of  the  State 
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highway  departments  of  the  respective  States.  Preference  shall  be 
given  to  those  projects  which  are  located  on  a  Federal-aid  system. 

§  203.  Availability  of  funds 

Funds  authorized  for  forest  highways,  forest  development  roads 
and  trails,  public  lands  development  roads  and  trails,  park  roads  and 
trails,  parkways,  Indian  reservation  roads,  and  public  lands  highways 
shall  be  available  for  contract  upon  apportionment,  or  a  date  not 
earlier  than  one  year  preceding  the  beginning  of  the  fiscal  year 
for  which  authorized  if  no  apportionment  is  required.  Any  amount 
remaining  unexpended  for  a  period  of  two  years  after  the  close  of 
the  fiscal  year  for  which  authorized  shall  lapse.  The  Secretary 
of  the  Department  charged  with  the  administration  of  such  funds 
is  granted  authority  to  incur  obligations,  approve  projects,  and 
enter  into  contracts  under  such  authorizations  and  his  action  in  doing 
so  shall  be  deemed  a  contractual  obligation  of  the  United  States  for 
the  payment  of  the  cost  thereof  and  such  funds  shall  be  deemed  to 
have  been  expended  when  so  obligated.  Any  funds  heretofore  or  a 
hereafter  authorized  for  any  fiscal  year  for  forest  highways,  forest  ^ 
development  roads  and  trails,  public  lands  development  roads  and  trails, 
park  roads  and  trails,  parkways,  Indian  roads,  and  public  lands  high¬ 
ways  shall  be  deemed  to  have  been  expended  if  a  sum  equal  to  the 
total  of  the  sums  authorized  for  such  fiscal  year  and  previous  fiscal 
years  since  and  including  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1955,  shall 
have  been  obligated.  Any  of  such  funds  released  by  payment  of 
final  voucher  or  modification  of  project  authorizations  shall  be  credited 
to  the  balance  of  unobligated  authorizations  and  be  immediately 
available  for  expenditure. 

§  204.  Forest  highways 

(a)  Funds  available  for  forest  highways  shall  be  used  by  the  Secre¬ 
tary  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  construction  and  maintenance  thereof.  In 
connection  therewith,  the  Secretary  may  enter  into  construction  con¬ 
tracts  and  such  other  contracts  with  a  State,  or  civil  subdivision  thereof 
as  he  deems  advisable. 

(b)  Cooperation  of  States,  counties,  or  other  local  subdivisions,  may 
be  accepted  but  shall  not  be  required  by  the  Secretary. 

(c)  Construction  estimated  to  cost  $5,000  or  more  per  mile,  exclusive  ^ 
of  bridges,  shall  be  advertised  and  let  to  contract.  If  such  estimated  ■ 
cost  is  less  than  $5,000  per  mile  or  if,  after  proper  advertising,  no  ^ 
acceptable  bid  is  received  or  the  bids  are  deemed  excessive,  the  work 
may  be  done  by  the  Secretary  on  his  own  account.  For  such  purpose, 
the  Secretary  may  purchase,  lease,  hire,  rent,  or  otherwise  obtain  all 
necessary  supplies,  materials,  tools,  equipment,  and  facilities  required 
to  perform  the  work,  and  may  pay  wages,  salaries,  and  other  expenses 
for  help  employed  in  connection  with  such  work. 

(d)  All  appropriations  for  forest  highways  shall  be  administered 
in  conformity  with  regulations  jointly  approved  by  the  Secretary  and 
the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

(e)  The  Secretary  shall  transfer  to  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture 
from  appropriations  for  forest  highways  such  amounts  as  may  be 
needed  to  cover  necessary  administrative  expenses  of  the  Forest  Service 
in  connection  with  the  forest-highway  program. 

(f)  Funds  available  for  forest  highways  shall  be  available  for 
adjacent  vehicular  parking  areas  and  for  sanitary,  water,  and  fire 
control  facilities. 
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§  205.  Forest  development  roads  and  trails 

(a)  Funds  available  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  shall 
be  used  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  con¬ 
struction  and  maintenance  thereof,  including  roads  and  trails,  on 
experimental  areas  under  Forest  Service  administration.  In  connec¬ 
tion  therewith,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  enter  into  contracts 
with  a  State  or  civil  subdivision  thereof,  and  issue  such  regulations  as 
he  deems  advisable. 

(b)  Cooperation  of  States,  counties,  or  other  local  subdivisions  may 
be  accepted  but  shall  not  be  required  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

(c)  Construction  estimated  to  cost  $10,000  or  more  per  mile,  exclu¬ 
sive  of  bridges,  shall  be  advertised  and  let  to  contract.  If  such  esti¬ 
mated  cost  is  less  than  $10,000  per  mile  or  if,  after  proper  advertising, 
no  acceptable  bid  is  received  or  the  bids  are  deemed  excessive,  the  work 
may  be  done  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  on  his  own  account. 
For  such  purpose,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  may  purchase,  lease, 
hire,  rent,  or  otherwise  obtain  all  necessary  supplies,  materials,  tools, 

?  equipment,  and  facilities  required  to  perform  the  work,  and  may  pay 
wages,  salaries,  and  other  expenses  for  help  employed  in  connection 
with  such  work. 

(d)  Funds  available  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  shall 
be  available  for  adjacent  vehicular  parking  areas  and  for  sanitary, 
water,  and  fire  control  facilities. 

§  206.  Park  roads  and  trails 

(a)  Funds  available  for  park  roads  and  trails  shall  be  used  to  pay 
for  the  cost  of  construction  and  improvement  thereof. 

(b)  Appropriations  for  the  construction  and  improvement  of  park 
roads  shall  be  administered  in  conformity  with  regulations  jointly 
approved  by  the  Secretary  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

§  207.  Parkways 

(a)  Funds  available  for  parkways  shall  be  used  to  pay  for  the  cost 
of  construction  and  improvement  thereof. 

(b)  Appropriations  for  the  construction  of  parkways  shall  be 
administered  in  conformity  with  regulations  jointly  approved  by  the 
Secretary  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

(c)  The  location  of  parkways  upon  public  lands,  national  forests, 
p  or  other  Federal  reservations,  shall  be  determined  by  agreement  be¬ 
tween  the  department  having  jurisdiction  over  such  lands  and  the 
Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

§  208.  Indian  reservation  roads 

(a)  Funds  available  for  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges  shall 
be  used  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  construction  and  improvement  thereof. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  approve  the  location,  type,  and  design  of 
all  projects  for  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges  before  any  ex¬ 
penditures  are  made  thereon  and  all  construction  thereof  shall  be  under 
the  general  supervision  of  the  Secretary. 

(c)  Indian  labor  may  be  employed  in  such  construction  and  im¬ 
provement  under  such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by 
the  Secretary  of  the  Interior. 

(d)  Cooperation  of  States,  counties,  or  other  local  subdivisions 
may  be  accepted  in  such  construction  and  improvement,  and  any 
funds,  received  from  a  State,  county,  or  local  subdivision  shall  be 
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credited  to  appropriations  available  for  Indian  reservation  roads 
and  bridges. 

§  209.  Public  lands  highways 

(a)  Funds  available  for  public  lands  highways  shall  be  used  by  the 
Secretary  to  pay  for  the  cost  of  construction  and  maintenance  thereof. 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  cooperate  with  the  State  highway 
departments  and  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Department  having  juris¬ 
diction  over  the  particular  lands,  in  the  survey,  construction,  and 
maintenance  of  public  lands  highways. 

(c)  The  provisions  of  section  112  of  this  title  are  applicable  to  public 
lands  highways. 

§  210.  Defense  access  roads 

(a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized,  out  of  the  funds  appropriated  for 
defense  access  roads,  to  provide  for  the  construction  and  maintenance 
of  defense  access  roads  (including  bridges,  tubes,  and  tunnels  thereon) 
to  military  reservations,  to  defense  industries  and  defense  industry 
sites,  and  to  the  sources  of  raw  materials  when  such  roads  are  certified 
to  the  Secretary  as  important  to  the  national  defense  by  the  Secretary 
of  Defense  or  such  other  official  as  the  President  may  designate,  and 
for  replacing  existing  highways  and  highway  connections  that  are  shut 
off  from  the  general  public  use  by  necessary  closures  or  restrictions  at 
military  reservations  and  defense  industry  sites. 

(b)  Funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  shall  be 
available,  without  regard  to  apportionment  among  the  several  States, 
for  paying  all  or  any  part  of  the  cost  of  the  construction  and  mainte¬ 
nance  of  defense  access  roads. 

(c)  Not  exceeding  $5,000,000  of  any  funds  appropriated  under 
the  Act  approved  October  16,  1951  (65  Stat.  422),  may  be  used  by 
the  Secretary  in  areas  certified  to  him  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense  as 
maneuver  areas  for  such  construction,  maintenance,  and  repair  work 
as  may  be  necessary  to  keep  the  highways  therein,  which  have  been 
or  may  be  used  for  training  of  the  Armed  Forces,  in  suitable  condi¬ 
tion  for  such  training  purposes  and  for  repairing  the  damage  caused 
to  such  highways  by  the  operations  of  men  and  equipment  in  such 
training. 

(d)  Whenever  any  project  for  the  construction  of  a  circumferential 
highway  around  a  city  or  of  a  radial  intracity  route  thereto  submitted 
by  any  State  is  certified  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  or  such  other 
official  as  the  President  may  designate,  as  being  important  for  civilian 
or  military  defense,  such  project  may  be  constructed  out  of  the  funds 
heretofore  or  hereafter  authorized  to  be  appropriated  for  defense  access 
roads. 

(e)  If  the  Secretary  shall  determine  that  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  of  any  State  is  unable  to  obtain  possession  and  the  right  to  enter 
upon  and  use  the  required  rights-of-way,  lands,  or  interest  in  lands, 
improved  or  unimproved,  required  for  any  project  authorized  by  this 
section  with  sufficient  promptness,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  ac¬ 
quire,  enter  upon,  take  possession  thereof,  and  expend  funds  for  proj¬ 
ects  thereon,  prior  to  approval  of  title  by  the  Attorney  General,  in 
the  name  of  the  United  States,  such  rights-of-way,  lands,  or  interest 
in  lands  as  may  be  required  in  such  State  for  such  projects  by  pur¬ 
chase,  donation,  condemnation,  or  otherwise  in  accordance  with  the 
laws  of  the  United  States  (including  the  Act  of  February  26,  1931; 
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46  Stat.  1421).  The  cost  incurred  by  the  Secretary  in  acquiring  any 
such  rights-of-way,  lands,  or  interest  in  lands  may  include  the  cost 
of  examination  and  abstract  of  title,  certificate  of  title,  advertising, 
and  any  fees  incidental  to  such  acquisition;  and  shall  be  payable  out 
of  the  funds  available  for  paying  the  cost  or  the  Federal  share  of  the 
cost  of  the  project  for  which  such  rights-of-way,  lands,  or  interests 
in  lands  are  acquired.  The  Secretary  is  further  authorized  and  di¬ 
rected  by  proper  deed  executed  in  the  name  of  the  United  States  to 
convey  any  lands  or  interests  in  lands  acquired  in  any  State  under  the 
provisions  of  prior  Acts  or  of  this  section  to  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  of  such  State  or  to  such  political  subdivision  thereof  as  its  laws 
may  provide,  upon  such  terms  and  conditions  as  may  be  agreed  upon 
by  the  Secretary  and  the  State  highway  department,  or  political 
subdivisions  to  which  the  conveyance  is  to  be  made. 

(f)  The  provisions  of  section  112  of  this  title  are  applicable  to 
defense  access  roads. 

(g)  If  the  Secretary  shall  determine  that  it  is  necessary  for  the 
expeditious  completion  of  any  defense  access  road  project  he  may 
advance  to  any  State  out  of  funds  appropriated  for  defense  access 
roads  transferred  and  available  to  the  Department  of  Commerce  the 
Federal  share  of  the  cost  of  construction  thereof  to  enable  the  State 
highway  department  to  make  prompt  payments  for  acquisition  of 
rights-of-way,  and  for  the  construction  as  it  progresses.  The  sums  so 
advanced  shall  be  deposited  in  a  special  fund  by  the  State  official 
authorized  by  State  law  to  receive  such  funds,  to  be  disbursed  solely 
upon  vouchers  approved  by  the  State  highway  department  for  rights- 
of-way  which  have  been  or  are  being  acquired  and  for  construction 
which  has  been  actually  performed  under  this  section.  Upon  deter¬ 
mination  by  the  Secretary  that  funds  advanced  to  any  State  under  the 
provisions  of  this  subsection  are  no  longer  required,  the  amount  of 
the  advance  which  is  determined  to  be  in  excess  of  requirements  for  the 
project  shall  be  repaid  upon  his  demand,  and  such  repayments  shall 
be  returned  to  the  credit  of  the  appropriation  from  which  the  funds 
were  advanced. 

(h)  Funds  appropriated  for  the  purposes  of  this  section  shall  be 
available  to  pay  the  cost  of  repairing  damage  caused  to  highways  by 
the  operation  of  vehicles  and  equipment  in  the  construction  of  classified 
military  installations  and  facilities  for  ballistic  missiles  if  the  Secre¬ 
tary  shall  determine  that  the  State  highway  department  of  any  State 
is,  or  has  been,  unable  to  prevent  such  damage  by  restrictions  upon  the 
use  of  such  highways  without  interference  with,  or  delay  in,  the  com¬ 
pletion  of  a  contract  for  the  construction  of  such  military  reservations 
or  installations.  This  subsection  shall  apply  notwithstanding  any 
provision  of  contract  holding  a  party  thereto  responsible  for  such 
damage,  if  the  Secretary  of  Defense  or  his  designee  shall  determine, 
in  fact,  that  construction  estimates  and  the  bid  of  such  party  did  not 
include  allowance  for  repairing  such  damage.  This  subsection  shall 
apply  to  damage  caused  by  construction  work  commenced  prior  to 
June  1,  1961,  and  still  in  progress  on  that  date  and  construction  work 
which  is  commenced  or  for  which  a  contract  is  awarded  on  or  after 
June  1,  1961. 

§  211.  Timber  access  road  hearings 

With  respect  to  any  proposed  construction  of  a  timber  access  road 
from  funds  authorized  for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  sections  204, 
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205,  and  210  of  this  title,  advisory  public  hearings  may  be  held  at  a 
place  of  2  convenient  or  adjacent  to  the  area  of  construction  with  notice 
and  reasonable  opportunity  for  interested  persons  to  present  their 
views  as  to  the  practicability  and  feasibility  of  such  construction. 

§  212.  Inter-American  Highway 

(a)  Funds  appropriated  for  the  Inter-American  Highway  shall  be 
used  to  enable  the  United  States  to  cooperate  with  the  Governments 
of  the  American  Republics  situated  in  Central  America — that  is,  with 
the  Governments  of  the  Republic  of  Costa  Rica,  El  Salvador,  Guate¬ 
mala,  Honduras,  Nicaragua,  and  Panama — in  the  survey  and  con¬ 
struction  of  the  In  ter- American  Highway  within  the  borders  of  the 
aforesaid  Republics,  respectively.  Not  to  exceed  one-third  of  the 
appropriation  authorized  for  each  fiscal  year  may  be  expended  with¬ 
out  requiring  the  country  or  countries  in  which  such  funds  may  be 
expended  to  match  any  part  thereof,  if  the  Secretary  of  State  shall 
find  that  the  cost  of  constructing  said  highway  in  such  country  or 
countries  will  be  beyond  their  reasonable  capacity  to  bear.  The  re¬ 
mainder  of  such  authorized  appropriations  shall  be  available  for  ex-  ( 
penditure  only  when  matched  to  the  extent  required  by  this  section 
by  the  country  in  which  such  expenditure  may  be  made.  Expendi¬ 
tures  from  the  funds  available  on  a  matching  basis  shall  not  be  made 
for  the  survey  and  construction  of  any  portion  of  said  highway  within 
the  borders  of  any  country  named  herein  unless  such  country  shall 
provide  and  make  available  for  expenditure  in  conjunction  therewith 
a  sum  equal  to  at  least  one-third  of  the  expenditures  that  may  be  in¬ 
curred  by  that  Government  and  the  United  States  on  such  portion  of 
the  highway.  All  expenditures  by  the  United  States  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  section  for  material,  equipment,  and  supplies  shall, 
whenever  practicable,  be  made  for  products  of  the  United  States  or  of 
the  country  in  which  such  survey  or  construction  work  is  being  carried 
on.  Construction  work  to  be  performed  under  contract  shall  be  ad¬ 
vertised  for  a  reasonable  period  by  the  Minister  of  Public  Works,  or 
other  similar  official,  of  the  government  concerned  in  each  of  the  par¬ 
ticipating  countries  and  contracts  shall  be  awarded  pursuant  to  such 
advertisements  with  the  approval  of  the  Secretary.  No  part  of  the 
appropriations  authorized  shall  be  available  for  obligation  or  expendi¬ 
ture  for  work  on  said  highway  in  any  cooperating  country  unless  the  a 
government  of  said  country  shall  have  assented  to  the  provisions  of  ' 
this  section;  shall  have  furnished  satisfactory  assurances  that  it  has 
an  organization  adequately  qualified  to  administer  the  functions 
required  of  such  country  under  the  provisions  hereof;  and  then  only 
as  such  country  may  submit  requests,  from  time  to  time,  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  any  portion  of  the  highway  to  standards  adequate  to 
meet  present  and  future  traffic  needs.  No  part  of  said  appropriations 
shall  be  available  for  obligation  or  expenditure  in  any  such  country 
until  the  government  of  that  country  shall  have  entered  into  an  agree¬ 
ment  with  the  United  States  which  shall  provide,  in  part,  that  said 
country — 

(1)  willjprovide,  without  participation  of  funds  authorized, 
all  necessary  rights-of-way  for  the  construction  of  said  highway, 
which  rights-of-way  shall  be  of  a  minimum  width  where  prac¬ 
ticable  of  one  hundred  meters  in  rural  areas  and  fifty  meters 


3  So  In  original. 
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in  municipalities  and  shall  forever  be  held  inviolate  as  a  part  of 
the  highway  for  public  use; 

(2)  will  not  impose  any  highway  toll,  or  permit  any  such  toll 
to  be  charged,  for  use  by  vehicles  or  persons  of  any  portion  of 
said  highway  constructed  under  the  provisions  of  this  section; 

(3)  will  not  levy  or  assess,  directly  or  indirectly,  any  fee,  tax,, 
or  other  charge  for  the  use  of  said  highway  by  vehicles  or  persons; 
from  the  United  States  that  does  not  apply  equally  to  vehicles  or 
persons  of  such  country; 

(4)  will  continue  to  grant  reciprocal  recognition  of  vehicle- 
registration  and  drivers’  licenses  in  accordance  with  the  provi¬ 
sions  of  the  Convention  for  the  Regulation  of  Inter-American 
Automotive  Traffic,  which  was  opened  for  signature  at  the  Pan 
American  Union  in  Washington  on  December  15,  1943,  and  to 
which  such  country  and  the  United  States  are  parties,  or  of  any 
other  treaty  or  international  convention  establishing  similar 
reciprocal  recognition;  and 

r  (5)  will  provide  for  the  maintenance  of  said  highway  after  its-, 

completion  in  condition  adequately  to  serve  the  needs  of  present 
and  future  traffic. 

(b)  The  survey  and  construction  work  authorized  by  this  section 
shall  be  under  the  administration  of  the  Secretary,  who  shall  consult 
with  the  appropriate  officials  of  the  Department  of  State  with  respect 
to  matters  involving  the  foreign  relations  of  this  Government,  and 
such  negotiations  with  the  Governments  of  the  American  Republics 
named  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  as  may  be  required  to  carry 
out  the  purposes  of  this  section  shall  be  conducted  through,  or  as; 
authorized  by,  the  Department  of  State. 

(c)  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  not  create  nor  authorize- 
the  creation  of  any  obligations  on  the  part  of  the  Government  of  the 
United  States  with  respect  to  any  expenditures  for  highway  construc¬ 
tion  or  survey  heretofore  or  hereafter  undertaken  in  any  of  the  coun¬ 
tries  enumerated  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section,  other  than  the  ex¬ 
penditures  authorized  b}^  the  provisions  of  this  section. 

(d)  Appropriations  made  pursuant  to  any  authorizations  hereto¬ 
fore,  or  hereafter  enacted  for  the  Inter-American  Highway  shall  be 
considered  available  for  expenditure  by  the  Secretary  for  necessary 

}  administrative  and  engineering  expenses  in  connection  with  the  Inter- 
American  Highway  program. 

§  213.  Rama  Road 

(a)  Recognizing  the  mutual  benefits  that  will  accrue  to  the  Repub¬ 
lic  of  Nicaragua  and  to  the  United  States  from  the  completion  of  the 
road  from  San  Benito  to  Rama  in  said  Republic  of  Nicaragua,  the 
construction  of  which  road  was  begun  and  partially  completed  pur¬ 
suant  to  an  agreement  between  said  Republic  and  the  United  States,, 
the  Secretary  is  authorized  out  of  the  funds  appropriated  for  suck 
purposes  to  provide  for  the  construction  of  such  road.  Appropria¬ 
tions  made  for  such  purposes  shall  remain  available  until  expended. 
No  expenditure  shall  be  made  hereunder  for  the  construction  of  said 
road  until  a  request  therefor  shall  have  been  received  by  the  Secretary 
of  State  from  the  Government  of  the  Republic  of  Nicaragua  nor 
until  an  agreement  shall  have  been  entered  into  by  said  Republic 
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with  the  Secretary  of  State  which  shall  provide,  in  part,  that  said 
Republic — - 

(1)  will  provide,  without  participation  of  funds  authorized 
under  this  title,  or  under  prior  Acts,  all  necessary  right-of-way 
for  the  construction  of  said  highway,  which  right-of-way  shall 
be  of  a  minimum,  width,  where  practicable,  of  one  hundred 
meters  in  rural  areas  and  fifty  meters  in  municipalities  and  shall 
forever  be  held  inviolate  as  a  part  of  the  highway  for  public  use; 

(2)  will  not  impose  any  highway  toll,  or  permit  any  such  toll  to 
be  charged  for  the  use  of  said  highway  by  vehicles  or  persons; 

(3)  will  not  levy  or  assess,  directly  or  indirectly,  anj  fee,  tax, 
or  other  charge  for  the  use  of  said  road  by  vehicles  or  persons 
from  the  United  States  that  does  not  apply  equally  to  vehicles 
or  persons  of  such  Republic; 

(4)  will  continue  to  grant  reciprocal  recognition  of  vehicle  reg¬ 
istration  and  drivers’  licenses  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Convention  for  the  Regulation  of  Inter-American  Auto¬ 
motive  Traffic,  which  was  opened  for  signature  at  the  Pan 
American  Union  in  Washington  on  December  15,  1943,  and  to 
which  such  Republic  and  the  United  States  are  parties;  or 
any  other  treaty  or  international  convention  establishing  similar 
reciprocal  recognition;  and 

(5)  will  maintain  said  road  after  its  completion  in  proper 
condition  adequately  to  serve  the  needs  of  present  and  future 
traffic. 

(b)  The  funds  appropriated  for  such  purposes  shall  be  available 
for  expenditure  in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  this  section  for  the 
survey  and  construction  of  said  road  from  San  Benito  to  Rama  in  the 
Republic  of  Nicaragua  without  being  matched  by  said  Republic,  and 
all  expenditures  made  under  the  provisions  of  this  section  for  mate¬ 
rials,  equipment,  and  supplies,  shall,  whenever  practicable,  be  made 
for  products  of  the  United  States  or  of  the  Republic  of  Nicaragua. 

(c)  The  survey  and  construction  work  undertaken  pursuant  to  this 
section  shall  be  under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Secretary. 

§  214.  Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails 

(a)  Funds  available  for  public  lands  development  roads  and  trails  shall 
be  used  to  pay  the  cost  of  construction  and  improvement  of  such  roads  and 
trails. 

( b )  Funds  available  for  public  lands  development  roads  and  trails  shall 
be  available  for  adjacent  vehicular  parking  areas  and  for  sanitary,  water, 
and  fire  control  facilities. 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall  approve  the  location,  type,  and  design  of  all 
projects  for  public  lands  development  roads  and  trails  before  any  expendi¬ 
tures  are  made  thereon  and  all  construction  thereof  shall  be  under  the 
general  supervision  of  the  Secretary. 

CHAPTER  3.  GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Sec. 

301.  Freedom  from  tolls. 

302.  State  highway  department. 

303.  Bureau  organization. 

304.  Participation  by  small-business  enterprises. 

305.  Archeological  and  paleontological  salvage. 

306.  Mapping. 

307.  Research  and  planning. 

308.  Cooperation  with  Federal  and  State  agencies  and  foreign  countries. 
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309.  Cooperation  with  other  American  Republics. 

310.  Civil  Defense. 

311.  Highway  improvements  strategically  important  to  the  national  defense. 

312.  Detail  of  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force  officers. 

313.  Highway  Safety  Conference. 

314.  Relief  of  employees  in  hazardous  work. 

315.  Rules,  regulations,  and  recommendations. 

316.  Consent  by  United  States  to  conveyance  of  property. 

317.  Appropriation  for  highway  purposes  of  lands  or  interest  in  lands  owned  by 

the  United  States. 

318.  Highway  relocation  due  to  airport. 

319.  Landscaping. 

320.  Bridges  on  Federal  dams. 

§  301.  Freedom  from  tolls 

Except  as  provided  in  section  129  of  this  title  with  respect  to  certain 
toll  bridges  and  toll  tunnels,  all  highways  constructed  under  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  title  shall  be  free  from  tolls  of  all  kinds. 

§  302.  State  highway  department 

(a)  Any  State  desiring  to  avail  itself  of  the  provisions  of  this  title 
shall  have  a  State  highway  department  which  shall  have  adequate 
powers,  and  be  suitably  equipped  and  organized  to  discharge  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Secretary  the  duties  required  by  this  title.  Among 
other  things,  the  organization  shall  include  a  secondary  road  unit. 

(b)  The  State  highway  department  may  arrange  with  a  county  or 
group  of  counties  for  competent  highway  engineering  personnel  suit¬ 
ably  organized  and  equipped  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  State  highway 
department,  to  supervise  construction  and  maintenance  on  a  county- 
unit  or  group-unit  basis,  for  the  construction  of  projects  on  the  Federal- 
aid  secondary  system,  financed  with  secondary  funds,  and  for  the 
maintenance  thereof. 

§  303.  Bureau  organization 

(a)  The  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  shall  be  in  the  Department  of 
Commerce  as  a  primary  unit  administered  by  the  Federal  Highway 
Administrator,  appointed  by  the  President  by  and  with  the  advice 
and  consent  of  the  Senate.  The  Administrator  shall  receive  basic 
compensation  at  the  rate  prescribed  by  law  for  Assistant  Secretaries 
of  executive  departments  and  shall  perform  such  duties  as  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  may  prescribe  or  as  may  be  required  by  law.  There 
shall  be  a  Deputy  Federal  Highway  Administrator,  who  shall  be 
appointed  by  the  Secretary  and  perform  such  duties  as  may  be  pre¬ 
scribed  by  the  Federal  Highway  Administrator.  The  Deputy  Fed¬ 
eral  Highway  Administrator  shall  receive  basic  compensation  at  a 
rate  of  $1,000  less  than  the  rate  provided  for  the  Federal  Highway 
Administrator. 

(b)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  employ  such  assistants,  clerks, 
and  other  persons  in  the  city  of  Washington  and  elsewhere,  to  be  taken 
from  the  eligible  lists  of  the  Civil  Service  Commission,  to  rent  build¬ 
ings  outside  of  the  city  of  Washington,  to  purchase  such  supplies, 
material,  equipment,  office  fixtures  and  apparatus,  to  advertise  in  the 
city  of  Washington  for  work  to  be  performed  in  areas  adjacent  there¬ 
to,  and  to  incur,  and  authorize  the  incurring  of,  such  travel  and  other 
expenses  as  he  may  deem  necessary  for  carrying  out  the  functions 
under  this  title. 

(c)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  procure  temporary  services  in 
accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  15  of  the  Act  of  August  2, 
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1946  (5  U.S.C.  55a),  but  at  rates  for  individuals  not  in  excess  of 
$100  per  diem, 

§  304.  Participation  by  small  business  enterprises 

It  is  declared  to  be  in  the  national  interest  to  encourage  and  develop 
the  actual  and  potential  capacity  of  small  business  and  to  utilize  this 
important  segment  of  our  economy  to  the  fullest  practicable  extent 
in  construction  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  systems,  including  the  In¬ 
terstate  System.  In  order  to  carry  out  that  intent  and  encourage  full 
and  free  competition,  the  Secretary  should  assist,  insofar  as  feasible, 
small  business  enterprises  in  obtaining  contracts  in  connection  with 
the  prosecution  of  the  highway  program. 

§  305.  Archeological  and  paleontological  salvage 

Funds  authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  carry  out  this  title  to  the 
extent  approved  as  necessary  by  the  highway  department  of  any 
State,  may  be  used  for  archeological  and  paleontological  salvage  in 
that  State  in  compliance  with  the  Act  entitled  “An  Act  for  the  pres¬ 
ervation  of  American  antiquities”,  approved  June  8,  1906  (34  Stat. 
225),  and  State  laws  where  applicable. 

§  306.  Mapping 

In  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  this  title,  the  Secretary  may, 
wherever  practicable,  authorize  the  use  of  photogrammetric  methods 
in  mapping,  and  the  utilization  of  commercial  enterprise  for  such 
services. 

§  307.  Research  and  planning 

(a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  in  his  discretion  to  engage  in 
research  on  all  phases  of  highway  construction,  modernization,  de¬ 
velopment,  design,  maintenance,  safety,  financing,  and  traffic  condi¬ 
tions,  including  the  effect  thereon  of  State  laws  and  is  authorized  to 
test,  develop,  or  assist  in  the  testing  and  developing  of  any  material, 
invention,  patented  article,  or  process.  The  Secretary  may  publish 
the  results  of  such  research.  The  Secretary  may  carry  out  the  au¬ 
thority  granted  hereby,  either  independently,  or  in  cooperation  with 
any  other  branch  of  the  Government,  State  agency,  authority,  asso¬ 
ciation,  institution,  corporation  (profit  or  nonprofit),  or  any  other 
organization,  or  person.  The  funds  required  to  carry  out  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  this  subsection  shall  be  taken  out  of  the  administrative  and 
research  funds  authorized  by  section  104  of  this  title  and  such  funds 
as  may  be  deposited  in  a  special  account  with  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  for  such  purposes  by  any  cooperating  organization  or  per¬ 
son.  The  provisions  of  section  3709  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  as 
amended  (41  U.S.C.  5),  shall  not  be  applicable  to  contracts  or  agree¬ 
ments  made  under  the  authority  of  this  subsection. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  include  in  the  highway  research  program 
herein  authorized  studies  of  economic  highway  geometries,  structures, 
and  desirable  weight  and  size  standards  for  vehicles  using  the  public 
highways  and  of  the  feasibility  of  uniformity  in  State  regulations 
with  respect  to  such  standards  and  he  shall  report  from  time  to  time 
to  the  Committees  on  Public  Works  of  the  Senate  and  of  the  House 
of  Representatives  on  the  progress  and  findings  with  respect  to  such 
studies. 

(c)  ( 1 )  Not  to  exceed  1  %  per  centum  of  the  sums  apportioned  for 
[any  year]  each  fiscal  year  prior  to  the  fiscal  year  1964  to  any  State 
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under  section  104  of  this  title  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  upon 
request  of  the  State  highway  department,  with  the  approval  of  the 
Secretary,  with  or  without  State  funds,  for  engineering  and  economic 
surveys  and  investigations,  for  the  planning  of  future  highway  pro¬ 
grams  and  the  financing  thereof,  for  studies  of  the  economy,  safety, 
and  convenience  of  highway  usage  and  the  desirable  regulation  and 
equitable  taxation  thereof,  and  for  research  necessary  in  connection 
with  the  planning,  design,  construction,  and  maintenance  of  highways 
and  highway  systems,  and  the  regulation  and  taxation  of  their  use. 

(2)  One  and  one-half  per  centum  of  the  sums  apportioned  for  each 
fiscal  year  beginning  with  the  fiscal  year  1964  to  any  State  under  section 
104  of  this  title  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  by  the  State  highway 
department  only  for  the  purposes  enumerated  in  paragraph  ( 1 )  of  this 
subsection. 

(3)  In  addition  to  the  percentage  provided  in  paragraph  (2)  of  this 
subsection ,  not  to  exceed  one-hcdf  of  one  per  centum  of  sums  appor¬ 
tioned  for  each  fiscal  year  beginning  with  the  fiscal  year  1964  under 
paragraph  ( 1 ),  (2),  and  (3)  of  section  104(b)  of  this  title  shall  be 
available  for  expenditure  upon  request  of  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  for  highway  research  purposes. 

(4)  Sums  made  available  under  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  be  matched  by  the  State  in  accordance  with  section  120  of 
this  title  unless  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  interests  of  the  Federal- 
aid  highway  program  would  be  best  served  without  such  matching. 

§  308.  Cooperation  with  Federal  and  State  agencies  and  foreign 
countries 

(a)  The  Secretary  is  authorized  to  perform  by  contract  or  other¬ 
wise,  authorized  engineering  or  other  services  in  connection  with  the 
survey,  construction,  maintenance,  or  improvement  of  highways  for 
other  Government  agencies,  cooperating  foreign  countries,  and  State 
cooperating  agencies,  and  reimbursement  for  such  services,  which 
may  include  depreciation  on  engineering  and  road-building  equip¬ 
ment  used,  shall  be  credited  to  the  appropriation  concerned. 

(b)  Appropriations  for  the  work  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
shall  be  available  for  expenses  of  warehouse  maintenance  and  the 
procurement,  care,  and  handling  of  supplies,  materials,  and  equip¬ 
ment  for  distribution  to  projects  under  the  supervision  of  the  Bureau 
of  Public  Roads,  or  for  sale  or  distribution  to  other  Government 
agencies,  cooperating  foreign  countries,*  and  State  cooperating  agen¬ 
cies,  and  the  cost  of  such  supplies  and  materials  or  the  value  of  such 
equipment,  including  the  cost  of  transportation  and  handling,  may 
be  reimbursed  to  current  applicable  appropriations. 

§  309.  Cooperation  with  other  American  Republics 

The  President  is  authorized  to  utilize  the  services  of  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  in  fulfilling  the  obligations  of  the  United  States  under 
the  Convention  on  the  Pan-American  Highway  Between  the  United 
States  and  Other  American  Republics  (51  Stat.  152),  cooperating 
with  several  governments,  members  of  the  Organization  of  American 
States,  in  connection  with  the  survey  and  construction  of  the  Inter- 
American  Highway,  and  for  performing  engineering  service  in  the 
other  American  Republics  for  and  upon  the  request  of  any  agency  or 
governmental  corporation  of  the  United  States.  To  the  extent  author¬ 
ized  in  appropriation  acts,  administrative  funds  available  in  accord- 
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ance  with  subsection  (a)  of  section  104  of  this  title  shall  be  available 
annually  for  the  purpose  of  this  section. 

§  310.  Civil  defense 

In  order  to  assure  that  adequate  consideration  is  given  to  civil 
defense  aspects  in  the  planning  and  construction  of  highways  con¬ 
structed  or  reconstructed  with  the  aid  of  Federal  funds,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  is  authorized  and  directed  to  consult,  from  time  to 
time,  with  the  Federal  Civil  Defense  Administrator  relative  to  the 
civil  defense  aspects  of  highways  so  constructed  or  reconstructed. 

§  311.  Highway  improvements  strategically  important  to  the  national 
defense 

Funds  made  available  under  subsection  (a)  of  section  104  of  this 
title  may  be  used  to  pay  the  entire  engineering  costs  of  the  surveys, 
plans,  specifications,  estimates,  and  supervision  of  construction  of 
projects  for  such  urgent  improvements  of  highways  strategically  im¬ 
portant  from  the  standpoint  of  the  national  defense  as  may  be  under¬ 
taken  on  the  order  of  the  Secretary  and  as  the  result  of  request  of  the 
Secretary  of  Defense  or  such  other  official  as  the  President  may  des¬ 
ignate.  With  the  consent  of  a  State,  funds  made  available  under 
subsection  (b)  of  section  104  of  this  title  may  be  used  to  the  extent 
deemed  necessary  and  advisable  by  the  Secretary  to  carry  out  the 
provisions  of  this  section. 

§  312.  Detail  of  Army,  Navy,  and  Air  Force  officers 

The  Secretary  of  Defense,  upon  request  of  the  Secretary,  is  author¬ 
ized  to  make  temporary  details  to  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads  of 
officers  of  the  Army,  the  Navy,  and  the  Air  Force,  without  additional 
compensation,  for  technical  advice  and  for  consultation  regarding 
highway  needs  for  the  national  defense.  Travel  and  subsistence  ex¬ 
penses  of  officers  so  detailed  shall  be  paid  from  appropriations  avail¬ 
able  to  the  Department  of  Commerce  on  the  same  basis  as  authorized 
by  law  and  by  regulations  of  the  Department  of  Defense  for  such 
officers. 

§  313.  Highway  Safety  Conference 

The  Secretary  is  authorized  and  directed  to  assist  in  carrying  out 
the  action  program  of  the  President  on  highway  safety,  and  to  co¬ 
operate  with  the  State  highway  departments  and  other  agencies  in 
this  program  to  advance  the  cause  of  safety  on  highways.  Not  to 
exceed  $150,000  out  of  the  administrative  funds  made  available  in 
accordance  with  subsection  (a)  of  section  104  of  this  title  may  be 
expended  annually  for  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

§  314.  Relief  of  employees  in  hazardous  work 

The  Secretary  is  authorized  in  an  emergency  to  use  appropriations 
to  the  Department  of  Commerce  for  carrying  out  the  provisions  of 
this  title  for  medical  supplies,  services,  and  other  assistance  necessary 
for  the  immediate  relief  of  employees  of  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads 
engaged  in  hazardous  work. 

§  315.  Rules,  regulations,  and  recommendations 

Except  as  provided  in  sections  204(d),  205(a),  206(b),  207(b), 
and  208(c)  of  this  title,  the  Secretary  is  authorized  to  prescribe  and 
promulgate  all  needful  rules  and  regulations  for  the  carrying  out  of 
the  provisions  of  this  title.  The  Secretary  may  make  such  recom- 
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mendations  to  the  Congress  and  State  highway  departments  as  he 
deems  necessary  for  preserving  and  protecting  the  highways  and 
insuring  the  safety  of  traffic  thereon. 

§  316.  Consent  byTJnited  States  to  conveyance  of  property 

For  the  purposes  of  this  title  the  consent  of  the  United  States  is 
given  to  any  railroad  or  canal  company  to  convey  to  the  State  high¬ 
way  department  of  any  State,  or  its  nominee,  any  part  of  its  right-of- 
way  or  other  property  in  that  State  acquired  by  grant  from  the 
United  States. 

§  317.  Appropriation  for  highway  purposes  of  lands  or  interests  in 
lands  owned  by  the  United  States 

(a)  If  the  Secretary  determines  that  any  part  of  the  lands  or 
interests  in  lands  owned  by  the  United  States  is  reasonably  neces¬ 
sary  for  the  right-of-way  of  any  highway,  or  as  a  source  of  mate¬ 
rials  for  the  construction  or  maintenance  of  any  such  highway  adja¬ 
cent  to  such  lands  or  interests  in  lands,  the  Secretary  shall  file  with 

j  the  Secretary  of  the  Department  supervising  the  administration  of 
such  lands  or  interests  in  lands  a  map  showing  the  portion  of  such 
lands  or  interests  in  lands  which  it  is  desired  to  appropriate. 

(b)  If  within  a  period  of  four  months  after  such  filing,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  such  Department  shall  not  have  certified  to  the  Secretary  that 
the  proposed  appropriation  of  such  land  or  material  is  contrary  to 
the  public  interest  or  inconsistent  with  the  purposes  for  which  such 
land  or  materials  have  been  reserved,  or  shall  have  agreed  to  the 
appropriation  and  transfer  under  conditions  which  he  deems  necessary 
for  the  adequate  protection  and  utilization  of  the  reserve,  then  such 
land  and  materials  may  be  appropriated  and  transferred  to  the  State 
highway  department,  or  its  nominee,  for  such  purposes  and  subject 
to  the  conditions  so  specified. 

(c)  If  at  any  time  the  need  for  any  such  lands  or  materials  for 
such  purposes  shall  no  longer  exist,  notice  of  the  fact  shall  be  given 
by  the  State  highway  department  to  the  Secretary  and  such  lands  or 
materials  shall  immediately  revert  to  the  control  of  the  Secretary  of 
the  Department  from  which  they  had  been  appropriated. 

(d)  The  provisions  of  this  section  shall  apply  only  to  projects 
constructed  on  a  Federal-aid  system  or  under  the  provisions  of  chapter 

)  2  of  this  title. 

§  318.  Highway  relocation  due  to  airport 

Federal  highway  funds  shall  not  be  used  for  the  reconstruction  or 
relocation  of  any  highway  giving  access  to  an  airport  constructed  or 
extended  after  December  20,  1944,  or  for  the  reconstruction  or  reloca¬ 
tion  of  any  highway  which  has  been  or  may  be  closed  or  the  useful¬ 
ness  of  which  has  been  or  may  be  impaired  by  the  location  or  con¬ 
struction  of  any  airport  constructed  or  extended  after  December  20, 
1944,  unless,  prior  to  such  construction  or  extension,  as  the  case  may 
be,  the  State  highway  department  and  the  Secretary  have  concurred 
with  the  officials  in  charge  of  the  airport  that  the  location  of  such 
airport  or  extension  thereof  and  the  consequent  reconstruction  or 
relocation  of  the  highway  are  in  the  public  interest. 

§  319.  Landscaping 

The  construction  of  highways  by  the  States  with  funds  apportioned 
in  accordance  with  section  104  of  this  title  may  include  such  roadside 
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and  landscape  development,  including  such  sanitary  and  other  facili¬ 
ties  as  may  be  deemed  reasonably  necessary  to  provide  for  the  suitable 
accommodation  of  the  public,  all  within  the  highway  right-of-way 
and  adjacent  publicly  owned  or  controlled  rest  and  recreational  areas 
of  limited  size  and  with  provision  for  convenient  and  safe  access 
thereto  by  pedestrian  and  vehicular  traffic,  as  may  be  approved  by  the 
Secretary.  Such  construction  likewise  may  include  the  purchase  of 
such  adjacent  strips  of  land  of  limited  width  and  primary  importance 
for  the  preservation  of  the  natural  beauty  through  which  highways 
are  constructed,  as  may  be  approved  by  the  Secretary.  Not  to  exceed 
3  per  centum  of  such  sums,  apportioned  to  a  State  in  any  fiscal  year 
in  accordance  with  section  104  of  this  title  may  be  used  by  it  for  the 
purchase  of  such  adjacent  strips  of  land  without  being  matched  by 
such  State. 

§  320.  Bridges  on  Federal  dams 

(a)  Each  executive  department,  independent  establishment,  office,, 
board,  bureau,  commission,  authority,  administration,  corporation 
wholly  owned  or  controlled  by  the  United  States,  or  other  agency  of 
the  Government  of  the  United  States,  hereinafter  collectively  and 
individually  referred  to  as  “agency”,  which  on  or  after  July  29,  1946, 
has  jurisdiction  over  and  custody  of  any  dam  constructed  or  to  be 
constructed  and  owned  by  or  for  the  United  States,  is  authorized,  with 
any  funds  available  to  it,  to  design  and  construct  any  such  dam  in 
such  manner  that  it  will  constitute  and  serve  as  a  suitable  and  ade¬ 
quate  foundation  to  support  a  public  highway  bridge  upon  and 
across  such  dam,  and  to  design  and  construct  upon  the  foundation 
thus  provided  a  public  highway  bridge  upon  and  across  such  dam. 
The  highway  department  of  the  State  in  which  such  dam  shall  be 
located,  jointly  with  the  Secretary,  shall  first  determine  and  certify 
to  such  agency  that  such  bridge  is  economically  desirable  and  needed 
as  a  link  in  the  State  or  Federal-aid  highway  systems,  and  shall 
request  such  agency  to  design  and  construct  such  dam  so  that  it  will 
serve  as  a  suitable  and  adequate  foundation  for  a  public  highway 
bridge  and  to  design  and  construct  such  public  highway  bridge  upon 
and  across  such  dam,  and  shall  agree  to  reimburse  such  agency  pursu¬ 
ant  to  subsection  (d)  of  this  section  for  any  additional  costs  which  it 
may  be  required  to  incur  because  of  the  design  and  construction  of  such 
dam  so  that  it  will  serve  as  a  foundation  for  a  public  highway  bridge 
and  for  expenditures  which  it  may  find  it  necessary  to  make  in  design¬ 
ing  and  constructing  such  public  highway  bridge  upon  and  across  such 
dam.  In  no  case  shall  the  design  and  construction  of  a  bridge  upon 
and  across  such  dam  be  undertaken  hereunder  except  by  the  agency 
having  jurisdiction  over  and  custody  of  the  dam,  acting  directly  or 
through  contractors  employed  by  it,  and  after  such  agency  shall  deter¬ 
mine  that  it  will  be  structurally  feasible  and  will  not  interfere  with 
the  proper  functioning  and  operation  of  the  dam. 

(b)  Construction  of  any  bridge  upon  and  across  any  dam  pursuant 
to  this  section  shall  not  be  commenced  unless  and  until  the  State  in 
such  State,  shall  enter  into  an  agreement  with  such  agency  and  with 
which  such  bridge  is  to  be  located,3  or  the  appropriate  subdivision  of 
the  Secretary  to  construct,  or  cause  to  be  constructed,  with  or  without 
the  aid  of  Federal  funds,  the  approach  roads  necessary  to  connect 
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such  bridge  with  existing  public  highways  and  to  maintain,  or  cause 
to  be  maintained,  such  approach  roads  from  and  after  their  completion 
Such  agreement  may  also  provide  for  the  design  and  construction  of 
such  bridge  upon  and  across  the  dam  by  such  agency  of  the  United 
States  and  for  reimbursing  such  agency  the  costs  incurred  by  it  in 
the  design  and  construction  of  the  bridge  as  provided  in  subsection 
(d)  of  this  section.  Any  such  agency  is  hereby  authorized  to  convey 
to  the  State,  or  to  the  appropriate  subdivision  thereof,  without  costs, 
such  easements  and  rights-of-way  in  its  custody  or  over  lands  of  the 
United  States  in  its  custody  and  control  as  may  be  necessarv,  conven¬ 
ient,  or  proper  for  the  location,  construction,  and  maintenance  of  the 
approach  roads  referred  to  in  this  section  including  such  roadside 
parks  or  recreational  areas  of  limited  size  as  may  be  deemed  necessary 
for  the  accommodation  of  the  traveling  public.  Any  bridge  con¬ 
structed  pursuant  to  this  section  upon  and  across  a  dam  in  the  custody 
and  jurisdiction  of  any  agency  of  the  United  States,  including  such 
portion  thereof,  if  any,  as  may  extend  beyond  the  physical  limits  of  the 
[i  dam,  shall  constitute  and  remain  a  part  of  said  dam  and  be  maintained 
by  the  agency.  Any  such  agency  may  enter  into  any  such  contracts 
and  agreements  with  the  State  or  its  subdivisions  respecting  public 
use  of  any  bridge  so  located  and  constructed  as  may  be  deemed  ap¬ 
propriate,  but  no  such  bridge  shall  be  closed  to  public  use  by  the  agency 
except  in  cases  of  emergency  or  when  deemed  necessary  in  the  interest 
of  national  security. 

(c)  All  costs  and  expenses  incurred  and  expenditures  made  by  any 
agency  in  the  exercise  of  the  powers  and  authority  conferred  by  this 
section  (but  not  including  any  costs,  expenses,  or  expenditures  which 
would  have  been  required  in  any  event  to  satisfy  a  legal  road  or  bridge 
relocation  obligation  or  to  meet  operating  or  other  agency  needs) 
shall  be  recorded  and  kept  separate  and  apart  from  the  other  costs, 
expenses,  and  expenditures  of  such  agency,  and  no  portion  thereof 
shall  be  charged  or  allocated  to  flood  control,  navigation,  irrigation, 
fertilizer  production,  the  national  defense,  the  development  of  power, 
or  other  program,  purpose,  or  function  of  such  agency. 

(d)  Not  to  exceed  $13,000,000  of  any  money  heretofore  or  hereafter 
appropriated  for  expenditure  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of 
this  title  or  prior  Acts  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  by  the 
Secretary  in  accordance  wflth  the  provisions  of  this  section,  as  an 
emergency  fund,  to  reimburse  any  agency  for  any  additional  costs 
or  expenditures  which  it  may  be  required  to  incur  because  of  the 
design  and  construction  of  any  such  dam  so  that  it  will  constitute 
and  serve  as  a  foundation  for  a  public  highway  bridge  upon  and  across 
such  dam  and  to  reimburse  any  such  agency  for  any  costs,  expenses, 
or  expenditures  which  it  may  be  required  to  make  in  designing  and 
constructing  any  such  bridge  upon  and  across  a  dam  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  this  section,  except  such  costs,  expenses,  or 
expenditures  as  would  have  been  required  of  such  agency  in  any 
event  to  satisfy  a  legal  obligation  to  relocate  a  highway  or  bridge  or  to 
meet  operating  or  other  agency  needs,  and  there  is  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  any  sum  or  sums  necessary  to  reimburse  the  funds  so 
expended  by  the  Secretary  from  time  to  time  under  the  authority  of 
this  section.  Of  each  bridge  constructed  upon  and  across  a  dam 
under  the  provisions  of  this  section,  there  may  be  financed  wholly 
with  Federal  funds  that  portion  thereof  which  is  located  within  the 
physical  limits  of  the  masonry  structure,  or  structures,  of  the  dam,  and 


70 


FEDERAL- AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1962 


the  Secretary  shall  in  his  sole  discretion  determine  what  additional 
portion  of  the  bridge,  if  any,  may  be  so  financed,  such  determination 
to  be  final  and  conclusive.  The  remainder  of  the  bridge,  and  any 
necessary  related  approach  roads,  shall  be  financed  by  the  State  or 
its  appropriate  subdivision  with  or  without  the  aid  of  Federal  funds; 
but  said  portion  of  the  bridge  so  financed  by  the  State  or  its 
subdivisions,  including  such  portion  thereof,  if  any,  as  may  extend 
beyond  the  physical  limits  of  the  dam,  shall  nevertheless  be  designed 
and  constructed  solely  by  the  agency  having  custody  and  jurisdiction 
of  the  dam  as  provided  in  subsection  (a)  of  this  section. 

(e)  In  making,  reviewing,  or  approving  the  design  of  any  bridge 
or  approach  structure  to  be  constructed  under  this  section,  the  agency 
shall,  in  matters  relating  to  roadway  design,  loadings,  clearances  and 
widths,  and  traffic  safeguards,  give  full  consideration  to  and  be  guided 
by  the  standards  and  advice  of  the  Secretary. 

(f)  The  authority  conferred  by  this  section  shall  be  in  addition  to 
and  not  in  limitation  of  authority  conferred  upon  any  agency  by  any 
other  law,  and  nothing  in  this  section  contained  shall  affect  or  be  | 
deemed  to  relate  to  any  bridge,  approach  structure,  or  highway  con-  " 
structed  or  to  be  constructed  by  any  such  agency  in  furtherance  of  its 
lawful  purposes  and  requirements  or  to  satisfy  a  legal  obligation 
incurred  independently  of  this  section. 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

July  19,1962 

Read  twice  and  referred  to  the  Committee  on  Public  Works 

September  5, 1962 

Reported  by  Mr.  Chavez,  with  amendments 
[Omit  the  part  struck  through  and  iusert  the  part  printed  in  italic] 


AN  ACT 

To  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965 
for  the  construction  of  certain  highways  in  accordance  with 
title  23  of  the  United  States  Code,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  fives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled , 

3  SHORT  TITLE 

4  Section  1.  This  Act  may  he  cited  as  the  “Federal-Aid 

5  Highway  Act  of  1962”. 

6  authorizations 

7  Sec.  2.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 

8  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  the  following  sums 

9  are  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated: 
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(1)  For  the  Federal-aid  primary  system  and  the 
Federal-aid  secondary  system  and  for  their  extension  within 
urban  areas,  out  of  the  Highway  Trust  Fund,  $950,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $9-75TOQO-,OOt9 
$ 950,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 
The  sums  authorized  in  this  paragraph  for  each  fiscal  year 
shall  be  available  for  expenditure  as  follows: 

(A)  45  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
primary  highway  system; 

(B)  30  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
secondary  highway  system;  and 

(C)  25  per  centum  for  projects  on  extensions  of 
the  Federal-aid  primary  and  Federal-aid  secondary  high¬ 
way  systems  in  urban  areas. 

(2)  For  forest  highways,  $33,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $33,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(3)  For  forest  development  roads  and  trails,  an  addi¬ 
tional  $10,000,900  $20,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1963,  $70,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1964,  and  $85,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1965. 

(4)  For  public  lands  development  roads  and  trails, 
$2,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and 
$4,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 
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(5)  For  park  roads  and  trails,  $22,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $25,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(6)  For  parkways,  $40,000,000  $16,550,000  for  the 

fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $16,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965.  0 

(7)  For  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges,  $16,- 

000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  £nd 
$18,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

/  Q  \  nv  1  \  1 1 1  \  1 1  i  *  ll  1  n*l  vwn  Q  -01 )  0  OOP  [av  i  ]  >  1 1 
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fiscal  year  ending  June  00,  JOOdy  and  $34)007000  for  the 


fiscal  vcar  ending  June  OO7  44)65t 

(8)  For  public  lands  highways,  the  additional  sum  of 
$6,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  and 
the  sum  of  $9,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1964,  and  $9,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1965. 


THE  RAMA  ROAD 

Sec.  3.  That  in  order  to  provide  for  completion  of  the 
llama  Hoad  in  the  Republic  of  Nicaragua,  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Department  of  State, 
in  addition  to  the  sums  heretofore  authorized,  the  sum  of 
$850,000,  to  be  available  until  expended,  for  discharging 
the  United  States  obligation  under  the  applicable  agreement 
until  the  Government  of  Nicaragua:  Provided,  That  the  sur¬ 
vey  and,  construction  work  shall  be  under  the  general  super- 
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vision  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce:  Provided  further, 
That  funds  provided  pursuant  to  this  authorization  shall 
not,  he  available  for  expenditure  except  under  the  conditions 
set  forth  in  section  213  of  title  23,  United  States  Code, 
with  respect  to  the  authorization  contained  in  that  section: 
And  provided  further,  That  the  funds  authorized  in  this 
section  shall  he  avail  able  for  contract  immediately  upon  the 
passage  of  this  Act. 

THE  IN  TER- A  MERIC  AN  HIGHWAY 


Sec.  4.  That,  for  the  purpose  of  completing  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  Inter-American  Highway,  there  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  be  appropriated  the  additional  sum  of  $32,000 ,000 
to  be  expended  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  212 
of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code:  Provided,  That  no  part 
of  such  sum  shall  be  obligated  in  any  country  until  that 
country  demonstrates,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary,  that 
it  is  capable  of  and  willing  to  meet,  its  commitment  for  main¬ 
tenance  under  the  agreements  entered  into  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  section  212(a)(5)  of  title  23,  United  States 
Code:  And  provided  further,  That  the  funds  authorized  here¬ 
in  shall  be  available  for  contract  immediately  upon  passage 
of  this  Act  and  compliance  with  such  commitment. 
ASSISTANCE  FOR.  DISPLACED  FAMILIES  AND  BUSINESSES 

Sec.  -3  5.  (a)  Chapter  1  of  title  23  of  the  United  States 


Code  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following 
new  section : 
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“§  133.  Relocation  assistance 

“  (a)  As  used  in  this  section  the  term  ‘eligible  person’ 
means  any  individual,  family,  business  concern  (including 
the  operation  of  a  farm) ,  and  nonprofit  organization  to  be 
displaced  by  construction  of  a  project. 

“(b)  The  Secretary,  prior  to  bis  approval  of  any  project 
under  section  106  of  this  title  for  right-of-way  acquisition  or 
actual  construction,  shall  require  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  to  give  satisfactory  assurance  that  relocation  advisory 
assistance  shall  be  provided  for  the  relocation  of  families 
displaced  by  acquisition  or  clearance  of  rights-of-way  for  any 
F ederal-aid  highway. 

“  (c)  The  Secretary  shall  approve,  as  a  part  of  the  cost 
of  construction  of  a  project  on  any  of  the  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way  systems,  such  relocation  payments  as  may  be  made  by 
a  State  highway  department,  or  a  local  public  agency  act¬ 
ing  as  an  agent  for  the  State  highway  department  for  this 
purpose,  to  eligible  persons  for  their  reasonable  and  neces¬ 
sary  moving  expenses  caused  by  their  displacement  from 
real  property  acquired  for  such  project.  However,  the 
Secretary  shall  not  require  a  State  to  pay  relocation  pay¬ 
ments  where  not  authorized  by  State  law. 

“(d)  Payments  under  this  section  shall  be  subject  to 
such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the 
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Secretary,  and  shall  not  exceed  $200  in  the  case  of  an 
individual  or  family,  or  $3,000  in  the  case  of  a  business  con¬ 
cern  (including  the  operation  of  a  farm)  or  nonprofit  or¬ 
ganization.  In  the  case  of  a  business  (including  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  a  farm)  and  in  the  case  of  a  nonprofit  organization, 
the  allowable  expenses  for  transportation  under  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  not  exceed  the  cost  of  moving  50  miles  from  the 
point  from  which  such  business  or  organization  is  being  dis¬ 
placed.  Such  rules  and  regulations  may  include  provisions 
authorizing  reimbursement  for  payments  made  to  individuals 
and  families  of  fixed  amounts  (not  to  exceed  $200  in  any 
case)  in  lieu  of  their  respective  reasonable  and  necessary 
moving  expenses. 

“  (e)  This  section  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  proj¬ 
ects  approved  under  section  106  of  this  title  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  section.” 

(b)  The  analysis  of  chapter  1  of  title  23  of  the  United 
States  Code  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following : 

“133.  Relocation  assistance.” 

PUBLIC  LAUDS  DEVELOPMENT  ROADS  AND  TRAILS 

Sec.  -4—  6.  (a)  Section  101  of  title  23,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  after  the  paragraph 
which  begins  “The  tenn  ‘project  agreement’  means”,  the 
following : 
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“The  term  ‘public  lands  development  roads  and  trails’ 
means  those  roads  or  trails  which  the  Secretary  of  the  In¬ 
terior  determines  are  of  primary  importance  for  the  devel¬ 
opment,  protection,  administration,  and  utilization  of  public 
lands  and  resources  under  his  control.” 

(b)  Chapter  2  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
section : 

“§  214.  Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails 

“  (a)  Funds  available  for  public  lands  development 
roads  and  trails  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  cost  of  construction 
and  improvement  of  such  roads  and  trails. 

“  (h)  Funds  available  for  public  lands  development  roads 
and  trails  shall  be  available  for  adjacent  vehicular  parking 
areas  and  for  sanitary,  water,  and  fire  control  facilities. 

“(c)  The  Secretary  shall  approve  the  location,  type, 
and  design  of  all  projects  for  public  lands  development  roads 
and  trails  before  any  expenditures  are  made  thereon  and 
all  construction  thereof  shall  be  under  the  general  super¬ 
vision  of  the  Secretary.” 

(c)  The  analysis  of  chapter  2  of  title  23  is  amended  by 

adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

“214.  Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails.” 
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AVAILABILITY  OF  FUNDS — OTHER  HIGHWAYS 

Sec.  §  7.  Section  203  of  title  23  of  the  United  States 
Code  is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  before  the  phrase 
“park  roads  and  trails”,  at  each  of  the  two  places  it  appears 
in  such  section,  the  following:  “pubhc  lands  development 
roads  and  trails,”. 

FEDERAL-AID  SECONDARY  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM — URBAN 

AREAS 

Sec.  0  5.  (a)  The  last  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  of 
section  103  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows:  “This  system  may  be  located  both  in  rural 
and  urban  areas,  but  any  extension  of  the  system  into  urban 
areas  shall  be  subject  to  the  condition  that  such  extension 
pass  through  the  urban  area  or  connect  with  another  Federal- 
aid  system  within  the  urban  area.” 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  shall  apply  to  apportionments  made  before  as  well  as 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

TRANSPORTATION  PLANNING  IN  CERTAIN  URBAN  AREAS 

Sec.  7  9.  (a)  Chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States  Code, 
is  amended  by  adding  immediately  following  section  133  the 
following  new  section: 

“§  134.  Transportation  planning  in  certain  urban  areas 

“It  is  declared  to  be  in  the  national  interest  to  encourage 
and  promote  the  development  of  transportation  systems, 
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embracing  various  modes  of  transport  in  a  manner  that 
will  serve  the  States  and  local  communities  efficiently  and 
effectively.  To  accomplish  this  objective  the  Secretary  shall 
cooperate  with  the  States,  as  authorized  in  this  title,  in  the 
development  of  long-range  highway  plans  and  programs 
which  are  properly  coordinated  with  plans  for  improvements 
in  other  affected  forms  of  transportation  and  which  are  for¬ 
mulated  with  due  consideration  to  their  probable  effect  on 
the  future  development  of  urban  areas  of  more  than  fifty 
thousand  population.  After  July  1,  1965,  the  Secretary 
shall  not  approve  under  section  105  of  this  title  any  program 
for  projects  in  any  urban  area  of  more  than  fifty  thousand 
population  unless  he  finds  that  such  projects  are  based  on  a 
continuing  comprehensive  transportation  planning  process 
carried  on  cooperatively  by  States  and  local  communities  in 
conformance  with  the  objectives  stated  in  this  section.” 

(b)  The  analysis  of  chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States 

Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 
“134.  Transportation  planning  in  certain  urban  areas.” 

RURAL  DELIVERY  AND  STAR  ROUTE  MILEAGE 

Sec.  S  10.  (a)  Subsection  (b)  (1)  of  section  104  of 
title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  is  amended  by  striking  out 
“preceding  fiscal  year”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “pre¬ 


ceding  calendar  year”. 
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(b)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  shall  be  applicable  only  with  respect  to  apportion¬ 
ments  made  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

HIGHWAY  PLANNING  AND  RESEARCH  FUNDS 


Sec.  0  77.  Subsection  (c)  of  section  307  of  title  23  of 
the  United  States  Code  is  amended  by  inserting  “(1)  ”  im¬ 
mediately  after  “  (c)  ”,  by  striking  out  “any  year”  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  “each  fiscal  year  prior  to  the  fiscal 
year  1964”,  and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

“(2)  One  and  one-half  per  centum  of  the  sums  appor¬ 
tioned  for  each  fiscal  year  beginning  with  the  fiscal  year 
1964  to  any  State  under  section  104  of  this  title  shall  be 
available  for  expenditure  by  the  State  highway  department 
only  for  the  purposes  enumerated  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection. 


“(3)  In  addition  to  the  percentage  provided  in  para¬ 
graph  (2)  of  this  subsection,  not  to  exceed  one-half  of  1 
per  centum  of  sums  apportioned  for  each  fiscal  year  begin¬ 
ning  with  the  fiscal  year  1964  under  paragraphs  (1),  (2), 
and  (3)  of  section  104(f))  of  this  title  shall  be  available  for 
expenditure  upon  request  of  the  State  highway  department 
for  the-  pwqmses  enumerated  m  paragraph  -(4)-  of  this  sub¬ 
section  highway  research  purposes. 

“(4)  Sums  made  available  under  paragraphs  (2)  and 
(3)  of  this  subsection  shall  be  matched  by  the  State  in  ac- 
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conlance  with  section  120  of  this  title  unless  the  Secretary 
determines  that  the  interests  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  pro¬ 
gram  would  he  best  served  without  such  matching.” 

DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  -40  12.  For  the  purposes  of  section  2  of  this  Act 
each  of  the  following  terms  shall  have  the  same  meaning  as  is 
given  it  in  section  101  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code: 

(1)  Forest  development  roads  and  trails; 

(2)  Forest  highway; 

(3)  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges; 

(4)  Park  roads  and  trails; 

( 5 )  Parkway ; 

(6)  Public  lands  highways; 

(7)  Federal-aid  primary  system; 

(8)  Federal-aid  secondary  system; 

(9)  Urban  area; 

(10)  Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails. 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  July  18,  1962. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Senate  passed  USpA  appropriation  continuation  measure  for  fiscal  year 

1963.  Both  Houses  agreed  tp  conference  report  on  foreign  trade  bill.  House  in- 
f  sisted  on  amendments  in  disagreement  on  agricultural  appropriation  bill.  Senate 
agreed  to  conference  report  on  pay  bill.  Sen.  Russell  objected  to  consideration  of 
supplemental  appropriation  bill.  Senate  passed  roads  bili^  Sen.  Morse  commended 
Secretary  Freeman's  speech  on  forestry.  Senate  passed  public  works  authorization 
bill.  Senate  received  International  Coffee  Agreement.  HousX  passed  bill  for  hold¬ 
ing  World  Food  Congress.  Rep.  Wilson,  Ind. ,  commended  ASC  committeemen.  House 
agreed  to  conference  report  on  school  lunch  fund  apportionment  \ill.  Sen.  Mans¬ 
field  and  Rep.  Gboley  reviewed  legislative  accomplishments  in  farm  legislation. 

vv 

SENATE 


1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATIONS.  Passed  without  amendment  S.  J.  Res.  23\.  an 

appropriation  continuation  measure  for  this  Department  authorizing  appropria¬ 
tions  for  fiscal  year  1963  for  "projects  or  activities  which  were  conducted  in 
:he  fiscal  year  1962  by  the  Department  of  Agriculture,  including  the  corpora¬ 
tions  therein,  and  the  Farm  Credit  Administration,  at  a  rate  for  operatioi 
not  in  excess  of  the  current  rate  (amount  appropriated  or  authorized  to  be 
expended  in  the  fiscal  year  1962)  or  the  rate  provided  for  in  the  budget 
estimate  (amount  estimated  to  be  appropriated  or  estimated  to  be  expended  in 
the  fiscal  year  1963)  whichever  is  lower,  except  that  the  1963  Agricultural 
Conservation  Program  shall  not  exceed  $250,000,000."  Sen.  Russell  stated, 


•'I  think  it  is  prudent  that  the  Senate  pass  the  continuing  resolution  at  thj's 
time,  in  the  eventuality  that  it  is  impossible  for  the  conferees  to  reach 
agreement  on  the  regular  appropriation  bill."  This  measure  had  been  reported 
jy  the  Appropriations  Committee  earlier  in  the  day  (S.  Rept.  2277).  p{ 
21014-5 


2. 


FOREIGN  TRADE.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  ?./  11970, 
the  foreign  trade  bill  (by  a  vote  of  256  to  91  in  the  House;  no  record  vote 
in  theSfhiate) (pp.  20997-21003,  21097-125).  This  bill  will  now  be  sent  to 
the  Presi\ent.  The  conferees  agreed  to  an  amendment  requiring/ the  President 
to  impose  duties  or  other  import  restrictions  on  the  products^ of  any  foreign 
country  establishing  and  maintaining  foreign  import  restrictions  against  U.S. 
agricultural  products,  notwithstanding  any  provision  of  a j(y  trade  agreement 
under  the  bill  and  to  the  extent  he  deems  necessary  and  .appropriate,  in 
order  to  prevent  the  establishment  or  obtain  the  removal  of  foreign  import 
restrictions  and  tovprovide  access  of  U.  S.  agricultural  products  to  the 
markets  of  such  foreign  country.  Also,  agreed  to  a.vC  amendment  of  the  Senate 
providing  that  Sec.  22\of  the  Agricultural  Adjustment  Act  and  import  restric¬ 
tions  imposed  thereunder^.  shall  be  unaffected  by  *fhis  bill. 


PERSONNEL.  Agreed  to  the  second  conference  report  on  H.  R.  9727,  the  Federal 
pay  and  postal-rate  increise^Sily hao’Been  pfeturned  to  conference  earlier  for 
further  consideration  (pp.  21047-20,  21053/.  The  conferees  struck  out  a 
provision  in  the  bill  which  wou\d  have  provided  that  retirement  increases  for 
retired  employees  could  be  paid  out  of  the  civil  service  retirement  fund  not¬ 
withstanding  *:he  provisions  of  Public  ^taw  85-844. 

Passed  without  amendment  S.  3459  \to  authorize  the  appointment  of  one 
additional  Secretary  of  State*.  p,/21Q57 


The  Post  Office  and  Civil  Sendee/ vc>Xecltioe report  (but  did  not  actually 


report)  H.  R.  5698,  to  extend  th6  apportionment  requirement  of  the  Civil 
Service  Act  to  temporary  summer  employment^  p.  D939 


4.  SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATIONS. '  Sen.  Russell  objected  to  the  second  reading  of 
H.  R,  13290,  the  supplemental  appropriation  bill  for  1963,  thus  delaying 
consideration  of  the  bill  for  one  day  (p.  20956)  \  The  Appropriations  Commit-, 
tee  voted  to  report  this  bill  earlier  in  the  day  D939) . 


5.  PUBLIC  WORKS.  Passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  13273,  theNpublic  works  authoriza¬ 
tion  bill  for  rivets  and  harbors  and  flood  control  projects  (pp.  20958-996). 
Senate  conferees/were  appointed  (p.  20996).  Agreed  to  ah  amendment  by  Sen. 
Hartke  providing  for  the  establishment  of  a  Wabash  Basin  Interagency  Water 
Resources  Commission  (pp.  20992-3).  Consideration  of  a  similar  bill  S.  3773 
was  indefinitely  postponed  (p.  20996) .  ' 


6.  ROADS.  Passed  with  amendments  H.  R.  12135,  the  roads  authorization  bill  for 
1964  and  1965  (pp.  21011-4,  21016-7,  21020-3).  Both  Houses  appointed  con¬ 
ferees  (pp.  21023,  21183).  This  bill  includes  authorizations  for  forest 


highways  of  $33  million  for  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965,  and  for  forest 
development  roads  and  trails  of  an  additional  $20  million  for  fiscal  year  1963 
to  bring  the  total  authorization  for  that  year  to  $60  million,  $70  million 
for  1964,  and  $85  million  for  1965  (as  compared  to  the  present  level  of  $40 
million).  


7.  FORESTRY.  Sen.  Morse  inserted  and  commended  Secretary  Freeman’s  speech  on  the 
national  forestry  program  before  the  Membership  Conference  of  the  Western 
Pine  Association,  pp.  21084-7 


1962 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  SENATE 


2101] 


The  three  new  provisions  added  by  your 
committee  are  as  follows: 

(1)  The  text  of  H.R.  12030,  which  was  re¬ 
nted  unanimously  by  the  Committee  on 

vs  and  Means.  This  provision  authorizes 
theSri-easury  to  make  statistical  studies  and 
to  sucply  training  (to  persons  other  than 
TreasuSw  employees)  and  to  charge  for  these 
studies  and  this  training.  The  Treasury  is 
also  auth^ized  to  use  the  amounts  received 
to  reimburse  the  appropriations  which  bore 
the  cost  of  work.  (At  the  present  time 
even  in  those  instances  in  which  the  Treas¬ 
ury  may  chargee  the  charges  must  go  into 
the  general  fundsSj 

(2)  A  provision  ^as  been  added  to  make 
it  clear  that  where  Nthe  taxpayer  has  filed 
a  timely  claim  for  reNhd  and  a  timely  suit 
in  the  Court  of  Claims Nand  later  carries  his 
case  to  the  Tax  Court  as\  result  of  a  notice 
of  deficiency,  that  the  Ta^Iourt  has  juris¬ 
diction  over  the  tax  liabiliNfor  the  entire 
year  in  question,  and  if  it  Jtods  an  over¬ 
payment  instead  of  a  deficiency,  can  order 
the  refund.  It  is  important  th^  the  Tax 
Court  consolidate  the  claim  for  re^nd  with 
the  deficiency  in  order  that  only  one  court 
can  have  jurisdiction  to  determine  *ax 
liability  for  the  year.  There  is  some  aqubt 
about  whether  this  can  be  done  becaus\of 
a  technical  defect  in  the  1954  code. 
Treasury  feels  this  amendment  should  b£ 
made. 

(3)  A  provision  has  been  added  defining 
cooperative  banks  in  the  same  manner  as 
domestic  savings  and  loan  associations  are 
defined  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
whether  or  not  they  are  to  be  eligible  for 
the  special  bad  debt  reserve  deductions  also 
applicable  to  savings  and  loan  associations. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment.  If  there 
be  no  further  amendment  to  be  proposed, 
the  question  is  on  the  engrossment  of 
the  amendments  and  the  third  reading 
of  the  bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  a  third  time,  and 
passed. 


VACCINATION  PROGRAMS 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  Calendar  No.  1869,  H.R/ 
10541. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The /ill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  biiyr(H.R. 
10541)  to  assist  States  and  communities 
to  carry  out  intensive  vaccinadon  pro¬ 
grams  designed  to  protect  thdr  popula¬ 
tions,  particularly  all  preschool  chil¬ 
dren  against  poliomyelitid  diphtheria, 
whooping  cough,  and  tetanus. 

The  PRESIDING  ‘/OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion  of 
the  Senator  from  Montana. 

The  motion  wa/  agreed  to,  and  the 
Senate  proceededAo  consider  the  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  amendment.  If  there  be  no 
amendment^  be  proposed,  the  question 
is  on  the  tfiird  reading  of  the  bill. 

The  bijf  was  ordered  to  a  third  read¬ 
ing,  wasnread  the  third  time,  and  passed. 

MrVMANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  Unanimous  consent  to  have  printed 
in  /he  Record  an  excerpt  from  the  re- 
p/frt,  No.  1907,  explaining  the  purposes 
5f  the  bill. 


There  being  no  objection,  the  excerpt 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

EXPLANATION 

H.R.  10541  would  authorize  a  3-year  pro¬ 
gram  of  special  project  grants  to  States  and, 
With  State  approval,  to  local  communities  to 
pay  part  of  the  costs  of  intensive  vaccina¬ 
tion  programs  against  four  contagious  dis¬ 
eases  which  constitute  significant  public 
health  problems — polio,  diphtheria,  whoop¬ 
ing  cough,  and  tetanus. 

THE  PROGRAM 

H.R.  10541  would  authorize  a  3-year  pro¬ 
gram  of  Federal  assistance  to  the  States  to 
aid  in  carrying  out  intensive  vaccination 
programs  against  poliomyelitis,  diphtheria, 
whooping  cough,  and  tetanus.  Such  pro¬ 
grams  must  be  designed  to  encourage  the 
immunization  of  virtually  all  susceptible 
persons  and  particularly  all  children  under 
5  years  of  age.  In  interpreting  the  term 
“susceptible"  the  States  would  be  guided 
by  practical  epidemiologic  considerations  re¬ 
lating  to  the  relative  probability  of  persons  f 
in  certain  age  groups  contracting  the  dis¬ 
ease  in  question.  In  the  case  of  whooping 
cough,  the  age  limitation  in  the  immediatj 
future  would  be  based  on  the  fact  tl 
vaccination  with  current  materials  Is  /ot 
recommended  for  older  children  or  adi 

Under  the  provisions  of  the  bill,  deral 
mds  may  be  used  only  for —  J' 

bi)  The  salaries  and  related  expenses  of 
additional  State  and  local  health?  personnel 
requited  for  planning,  organizational,  and 
promo\pnal  activities  in  connection  with  in¬ 
tensive  aommunity  program#;  and  to  main¬ 
tain  the  Xpidemiologic  anjF  laboratory  sur¬ 
veillance  refcmired;  and 

(b)  The  purchase  of  the  vaccine  for  chil¬ 
dren  under  5  Nears  of? age  and  for  certain 
special  groups  Nf  chaldron  5  years  of  age 
and  older,  as  determined  by  the  Surgeon 
General.  This  lawifcr  category  may  include 
children  not  no/ralN  served  by  school  pro¬ 
grams  such  asythose  ita  institutions  for  the 
mentally  retried  and  Children  of  domestic 
migratory  agricultural  wooers. 

The  States  and  communities,  for  their 
part,  wcynd  be  responsibleNor  supporting 
through/; public  funds  or  otherwise,  all  other 
elemejjfts  of  the  intensive  progNms — includ¬ 
ing  Jfne  services  of  physicians,  mirses,  and 
other  health  personnel  required  ii^he  con- 
fct  of  public  programs,  the  purchase  of 
Vaccine  for  persons  other  than  children  un- 
rder  5  years  of  age  and  certain  speciaK(see 
above)  groups  of  children  5  years  ofNse 
and  over,  and  the  purchase  of  syringes  ai 
other  materials  required  for  administerinj 
the  vaccine.  The  non-Federal  costs  for  the 
purchase  of  vaccine  alone  for  the  susceptible 
persons  (as  defined  above)  5  years  of  age 
and  over  would  amount  to  at  least  $39  mil¬ 
lion.  Funds  for  the  purchase  of  vaccine 
would  undoubtedly  come  from  a  variety  of 
sources,  depending  upon  local  circumstances 
and  arrangements.  Among  the  potential 
and  most  likely  sources  are  State  and  local 
appropriations:  funds  of  voluntary  business 
and  labor  organizations;  and  payments  or 
contributions  by  the  persons  being  vacci¬ 
nated. 

In  addition  to  the  approximately  $39  mil¬ 
lion  in  vaccine  costs,  there  would  also  be 
substantial  costs  either  in  terms  of  contrib¬ 
uted  services  or  money  expenditures  for 
necessary  activities  that  are  not  eligible  to 
be  paid  from  the  Federal  funds  authorized 
under  HJt.  10541.  These  activities  include 
the  professional  services  needed  to  administer 
the  vaccine  in  community  clinics,  clerical 
services  of  recordkeeping  associated  with 
vaccination  services,  and  equipment  and 
supplies  needed  in  the  vaccination  clinics. 
It  is  not  possible  to  estimate  what  the  mag¬ 
nitude  of  such  costs  will  be  because  the 


extent  to  which  contributed  services 
utilized  cannot  be  forecast. 

Under  the  terms  of  H.R.  10541,  an  applicant 
for  a  grant  would  be  required  to/give  as¬ 
surances  to  the  Surgeon  Geneiyf  that  it 
would  furnish  such  services  aryl  materials 
not  provided  in  the  grant  wiych  would  be 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  afogram.  This 
provision  will  assure  the  aBbstantial  costs 
for  which  the  Federal  grai^  are  not  author¬ 
ized  will  be  provided  by  yfie  States  and  com¬ 
munities. 

The  method  of  org^Tizing  and  conducting 
local  programs — incyhding  the  choice  as  to 
which  of  the  avaySble  polio  vaccines  shall 
be  used  for  difle/nt  groups — would  be  left 
to  State  and  loaRl  determinations. 

None  of  th<yprovisions  of  H.R.  10541  may 
be  construed f  to  require  any  State  or  any 
political  s^division  or  instrumentality  of 
a  State  to/iave  an  intensive  community  vac- 
cinatioyprogram  requiring  any  person  who 
objects/o  immunization  to  be  immunized  or 
to  h/e  any  child  or  ward  of  his  immunized. 


FEDERAL  AID  HIGHWAY  ACT 
OF  1962 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  proceed  to  the 
consideration  of  Calendar  No.  1958,  H.R. 
12135. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
will  be  stated  by  title. 

The  Legislative  Clerk.  A  bill  (H.R. 
12135)  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  for  the 
construction  of  cerain  highways  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  title  23  of  the  United 
States  Code  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
question  is  on  agreeing  to  the  motion 
of  the  Senator  from  Montana. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to,  and  the 
Senate  proceeded  to  consider  the  bill, 
which  had  been  reported  from  the  Com¬ 
mittee  on  Public  Works  with  amend¬ 
ments  on  page  2,  line  4,  after  the  word 
“and”,  to  strike  out  “$975,000,000”  and 
insert  “$950,000,000”;  in  line  19,  after 
the  word  “additional”,  to  strike  out 
“$10,000,000”  and  insert  “$20,000,000”; 
on  page  3,  line  4,  after  the  word  “park¬ 
ways”,  to  strike  out  “$16,000,000”  and 
insert  “$16,550,000”;  after  line  9,  to 
strike  out: 

(8)  For  public  lands  highways,  $3,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and 
$3,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30,  1965. 

And,  in  lieu  thereof,  to  insert: 

(8)  For  public  lands  highways,  the  addi¬ 
tional  sum  of  $6,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1963,  and  the  sum  of  $9,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1964,  and  $9,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1965. 

After  line  17,  to  insert  a  new  section, 
as  follows: 

THE  RAMA  ROAD 

Sec.  3.  That  in  order  to  provide  for  com¬ 
pletion  of  the  Rama  Road  in  the  Republic  of 
Nicaragua,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  to  the  Department  of  State,  in 
addition  to  the  sums  heretofore  authorized, 
the  sum  of  $850,000,  to  be  available  until 
expended,  for  discharging  the  United  States 
obligation  under  the  applicable  agreement 
with  the  Government  of  Nicaragua:  Pro¬ 
vided,  •  That  the  survey  and  construction 
work  shall  be  under  the  general  supervision 
of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce :  Provided  fur- 
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ther  That  funds  provided  pursuant  to  this 
authorization  shall  not  he  available  for  ex¬ 
penditure  except  under  the  conditions  set 
forth  in  section  213  of  title  23,  United  States 
Code,  with  respect  to  the  authorization  con¬ 
tained  in  that  section:  And  provided  fur¬ 
ther,  That  the  funds  authorized  in  this  sec¬ 
tion  shall  be  available  for  contract  immedi¬ 
ately  upon  the  passage  of  this  Act. 

On  page  4,  after  line  8,  to  insert  a  new 
section,  as  follows : 

THE  INTER-AMERICAN  HIGHWAY 

Sec.  4.  That,  for  the  purpose  of  complet¬ 
ing  the  construction  of  the  Inter-American 
Highway,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated  the  additional  sum  of  $32,000,- 
000  to  be  expended  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  section  212  of  title  23  of  the 
United  States  Code:  Provided,  That  no  part 
of  such  sum  shall  be  obligated  in  any  coun¬ 
try  until  that  country  demonstrates,  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Secretary,  that  it  is  ca¬ 
pable  of  and  willing  to  meet  its  commitment 
for  maintenance  under  the  agreements  en¬ 
tered  into  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  sec¬ 
tion  212(a)(5)  of  title  23,  United  States 
Code:  And  provided  further,  That  the  funds 
authorized  herein  shall  be  available  for  con¬ 
tract  immediately  upon  passage  of  this  Act 
and  compliance  with  such  commitment. 

At  the  beginning  of  line  24,  to  change 
the  section  number  from  “3”  to  “5”;  on 
page  6,  at  the  beginning  of  line  21,  to 
change  the  section  number  from  “4”  to 
“6”;  on  page  8,  at  the  beginning  of  line  2, 
to  change  the  section  number  from  “5” 
to  “7”;  at  the  beginning  of  line  9,  to 
change  the  section  number  from  “6”  to 
“8”;  at  the  beginning  of  line  20,  to 
change  the  section  number  from  “7”  to 
“9”;  on  page  9,  at  the  beginning  of  line 
20,  to  change  the  section  number  from 
“8”  to  “10”;  on  page  10,  at  the  beginning 
of  line  5,  to  change  the  section  number 
from  “9”  to  “11”;  in  line  22,  after  the 
word  “for”,  to  strike  out  “the  purposes 
enumerated  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection”  and  insert  “highway  re¬ 
search  purposes”;  and  on  page  li,  at 
the  beginning  of  line  5,  to  change  the 
section  number  from  “10”  to  “12”. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr.  President,  I 
suggest  the  absence  of  a  quorum. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
clerk  will  call  the  roll. 

The  legislative  clerk  proceeded  to  call 
the  roll. 

Mr.  MANSFIELD.  Mr,  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  order 
for  the  quorum  call  be  rescinded. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  on 
April  5,  1962,  the  President  transmitted 
to  the  Congress  a  message  on  the  trans¬ 
portation  system  of  our  Nation. 

This  message,  printed  as  House  Docu¬ 
ment  ~  -.mbered  384,  87th  Congress,  con- 
taine  .  several  important  recommenda¬ 
tions  as  to  the  role  of  highways  in  our 
transportation  system  and  for  legisla¬ 
tion  on  the  subject. 

On  April  6,  1962,  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  submitted  to  the  Congress  a 
draft  of  proposed  legislation  to  imple¬ 
ment  the  recommendations  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent  concerning  Federal-aid  legislation, 
which  was  introduced  as  S.  3136. 

H.R.  12135  as  reported  by  the  com¬ 
mittee  is  not  at  great  variance  from  the 
provisions  of  S.  3136. 


The  committee  feels  that  the  bill 
meets  the  objectives  of  the  recommenda¬ 
tions  set  forth  in  the  President’s  mes¬ 
sage  on  transportation  as  they  relate  to 
Federal-aid  highways. 

The  committee  recommends  several 
amendments  to  H.R.  12135  as  it  was 
passed  by  the  House. 

First.  It  recommends  a  reduction  of 
authorization  for  the  A-B-C  systems  for 
fiscal  year  1965  from  $975  million  to  $950 
million,  the  same  amount  as  recom¬ 
mended  for  fiscal  year  1964. 

These  recommended  authorizations 
would  increase  the  funds  for  the  ABC 
roads  by  $25  million  for  2  years,  1964 
and  1965  over  the  present  authorizations 
of  $925  million  for  1962  and  1963.  This 
amendment  is  in  accord  with  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  President. 

Second.  It  recommends  an  increase  in 
the  additional  funds  for  forest  develop¬ 
ment  roads  and  trails  for  fiscal  year  1963 
from  $10  million  to  $20  million. 

These  additional  funds  are  needed  to 
accelerate  the  forest  development  roads 
and  trail  program,  to  provide  access  to 
our  national  forests,  and  make  possible 
the  sale  of  the  full  allowable  cut  of  tim¬ 
ber  products,  thus  permitting  full  use 
and  development  of  all  the  resources  of 
our  forests. 

This  proposed  increase  of  $10  million 
in  these  funds  was  recommended  by  the 
Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and  supported 
by  several  other  witnesses  before  the 
committee. 

Third.  An  increase  of  $550,000  in 
parkway  funds  for  fiscal  year  1964  is  in¬ 
cluded  in  the  bill  to  permit  completion 
of  the  relocation  of  the  Natchez  Trace 
Parkway,  around  a  water  supply  reser¬ 
voir  being  completed  by  local  interests 
on  the  Pearl  River,  near  Jackson,  Miss. 

Fourth.  It  would  authorize  the  addi¬ 
tional  sum  of  $6  million  for  each  of  the 
fiscal  years  1963,  1964,  and  1965,  a  total 
of  $18  million,  for  public  lands  highways. 

These  additional  funds  are  needed  to 
provide  facilities  for  greater  traffic  vol¬ 
umes  and  access  to  our  Federal  lands, 
and  accommodate  the  large  increase  in 
the  number  of  tourists  and  visitors  seek¬ 
ing  recreation  in  our  national  forests, 
national  parks,  monuments,  and  other 
Federal  reservations,  and  permit  full 
utilization  of  their  potential  resources. 

The  committee  received  detailed  test¬ 
imony  on  a  number  of  specific  routes  de¬ 
sired  and  the  increased  amounts  are 
based  largely  on  those  requests. 

Fifth.  H.R.  12135  authorizes  $850,000 
for  completion  of  the  Rama  Road  in  the 
Republic  of  Nicaragua. 

The  Rama  Road  is  nearing  comple¬ 
tion.  There  are  only  three  bridges  and  5 
miles  of  highway  remaining  to  complete 
the  road. 

The  United  States  has  made  an  in¬ 
vestment  of  $14.5  million  in  this  high¬ 
way.  An  additional  authorization  of 
$850,000  is  needed  for  its  completion. 

The  committee  believes  that  the  Rama 
Road  should  be  completed  in  accordance 
with  our  agreement  with  Nicaragua,  and 
for  the  protection  and  realization  of  the 
full  value  of  our  investment  in  this  im¬ 
portant  road,  linking  the  Inter- American 
Highway  with  the  east  coast  of  Nicara¬ 
gua. 


This  authorization  was  requested  by 
the  Secretary  of  State,  and  was  sup¬ 
ported  by  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
and  the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads. 

Sixth.  The  bill  would  authorize  an 
additional  amount  of  $32  million  for 
completion  of  the  Inter-American  High¬ 
way  in  Central  America  and  Panama, 
subject  to  satisfactory  commitments  for 
maintenance  of  the  highway. 

The  United  States  has  invested  a  total 
of  $138,703,000  for  work  on  the  Inter- 
American  Highway,  and  the  Republics 
have  spent  about  $82  million  of  their 
funds. 

The  entire  1,555  miles  south  of  the 
Mexican  border  will  soon  be  open  to 
traffic,  although  422  miles  has  an  all- 
weather  gravel  surface,  and  several  sec¬ 
tions  are  in  need  of  improvement. 

The  committee  believes  that  comple¬ 
tion  of  the  Inter-American  Highway, 
thus  providing  a  land  connection  with 
the  Panama  Canal,  will  assist  in  the  eco¬ 
nomic  and  political  development  of  the 
Central  American  region,  and  will  serve 
to  protect  our  investment  in  this  high¬ 
way. 

It  also  believes  that  satisfactory  ar¬ 
rangements  on  maintenance  can  be 
worked  out. 

The  President,  the  Secretary  of  State, 
and  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  have 
recommended  this  additional  authoriza¬ 
tion. 

The  committee  feels  that  further  de¬ 
lay  in  completing  construction  on  the 
highway  will  require  demobilization  of 
the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads’  personnel, 
and  that  of  the  contractors  now  work¬ 
ing  on  the  highway,  and  will  result  in 
increased  costs  if  work  is  resumed  at  a 
later  date. 

Accordingly,  the  committee  recom¬ 
mends  the  authorization  of  $32  million 
for  completion  of  the  highway. 

Seventh.  The  bill  also  permits  the  use 
of  one -half  of  1  percent  of  the  A-B-C 
apportionments  for  highway  research 
purposes  only. 

The  committee  believes  that  highway 
planning  and  research  activities  by  the 
State  highway  departments  should  be  fi¬ 
nanced  from  funds  available  for  research 
and  administration,  and  that  such  funds 
should  not  be  used  for  construction  or 
other  purposes. 

The  committee  considered  numerous 
other  amendments  to  H.R.  12135,  but 
took  no  action  on  them. 

It  believes  that  the  bill  adequately  pro¬ 
vides  for  relocation  payments  to  families 
and  businesses  displaced  by  acquisition 
or  clearance  of  rights-of-way  for  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  highway  projects. 

The  estimated  cost  of  such  a  reloca¬ 
tion  program  varied,  but  cost  estimates 
ran  from  $75  million  to  $200  million. 
The  committee  was  concerned  over  the 
impact  of  such  a  program  on  the  high¬ 
way  trust  fund. 

It  was  believed  that  the  language  of 
the  House  bill  was  adequate  and  equita¬ 
ble.  The  House  language  left  the  deci¬ 
sion  on  making  such  payments  applicable 
to  State  laws,  as  the  State  laws  vary 
from  State  to  State.  Thus  the  House 
language  does  not  place  an  unnecessary 
burden  on  any  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment. 


1962 
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The  committee  believes  that  highway 
plans  and  programs  in  larger  urban  areas 
should  be  coordinated  with  plans  for  im¬ 
provement  in  other  affected  forms  of 
transportation,  but  that  such  transporta¬ 
tion  planning  should  not  delay  the  pres¬ 
ent  Federal-aid  highway  program. 

The  motor  vehicle  registration  in  the 
United  States  was  almost  76  million  in 
1961. 

It  is  expected  to  reach  about  79  million 
in  1962,  an  increase  of  about  3.7  per¬ 
cent.  It  will  continue  to  increase,  prob¬ 
ably  at  increased  rate. 

Many  millions  of  vehicles  will  be 
driven  into  our  cities  each  day.  The 
needs  for  adequate  roads  into  such  cities 
is  increasing.  Our  present  highway  pro¬ 


gram  is  barely  keeping  pace  with  the 
traffic  increase. 

Even  with  good  mass  transportation 
systems,  the  need  for  these  highways  will 
continue.  Many  of  the  millions  who  own 
cars  will  continue  to  use  them  and  drive 
them  to  work  in  the  cities  regardless 
of  the  mass  transportation  systems 
effected. 

The  committee  considers  the  language 
of  H.R.  12135  adequate  to  assure  con¬ 
tinuing  transportation  planning  on  a 
cooperative  basis  by  the  Federal,  State, 
and  local  agencies. 

The  committee  understands  that  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  now  has  co¬ 
operative  working  arangements  with 
States  and  localities  in  the  area  of  trans- 

Comparison  with  existing  authorizations 


portation  planning,  and  feels  that  the 
Federal  guidance  and  leadership  that 
will  be  provided  under  H.R.  12135  will 
provide  for  sound  and  uniform  transpor¬ 
tation  in  metropolitan  areas. 

From  the  messages  received  by  the 
committee,  it  appears  that  H.R.  12135  as 
amended  meets  the  support  and  approval 
of  all  highway  interests,  the  administra¬ 
tion,  State  officials,  local  officials,  and 
the  highway  industry. 

I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  place  in 
the  Record  at  this  point  certain  tables 
of  authorizations  and  apportionments 
contained  in  H.R.  12135. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  tables 
were  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 


[Millions  of  dollars] 


Type  of  roads 

Existing  law 

H.R.  12135,  as  amended 

Fiscal 

year 

1962 

Fiscal 

year 

1963 

Fiscal 

year 

1963 

Fiscal 

yoar 

1964 

Fiscal 

year 

1965 

Federal-aid  systems: 

416. 25 
277.  50 

231.25 

416. 25 
277.  50 

231.26 

427.  50 
286.00 
237.  50 

427. 50 
285.  00 
237.  50 

Secondary - - - 

925.00 

33.00 

35.00 

925.00 

33.00 

40.00 

950.00 

33.00 

70.00 

2.00 

950.  00 
33.00 

85.00 

4.00 

Forest  highways . . .*. - 

Forest  development  roads  and 

trails . . . . 

Public  lands  development  roads 

20.00 

Type  of  roads 

Existing  law 

H.R.  12135,  as  amended 

Fiscal 

year 

1962 

Fiscal 

year 

1963 

Fiscal 

year 

1963 

Fiscal 

year 

1964 

Fiscal 

year 

1965 

Park  roads  and  trails _ 

18.00 

16.00 

12.00 

3.50 

18.00 

16.00 

12.00 

3.00 

22.00 
16. 65 
16.00 
9.00 
.85 
32.00 

25.00 

16.00 

18.00 

9.00 

Indian  reservation  roads _ 

Public  lands  highways _ 

6.00 

Inter-American  Highway _ 

Total . . . 

1, 042.  50 

1,  047. 00 

26.00 

1, 151.  40 

1, 140.  00 

Approximate  apportionments  of  Federal-aid  highway  funds,  fiscal  year  1964 

[Thousands  of  dollars] 


State 

Pursuant  to  H.R.  12135 

Interstate 

($2,600,000) 

($3,550,000) 

Primary 

($427,500) 

Secondary 

($285,000) 

Urban 

($237,500) 

Subtotal 

($950,000) 

Alabama - 

$8, 178 

$6, 244 

$3, 188 

$17, 610 

$53, 635 

$71,  245 

22,  696 

15, 233 

156 

38, 085 

38, 085 

Arizona . . - 

6;  337 

4,111 

1,  773 

12;  221 

36, 407 

48,  628 

Arkansas _ 

6, 087 

4,847 

1,292 

12,  226 

27, 138 

39,364 

California.. . . 

21,  862 

10, 154 

25,  672 

57,688 

247,  918 

305,  606 

Colorado . 

7, 105 

4,  609 

2,  415 

14, 129 

34,  379 

48,508 

Connecticut - 

2,992 

1,622 

4,  681 

9, 195 

36,  613 

45,  808 

Delaware  _ 

2,111 

1,407 

544 

4,062 

9,654 

13,  716 

Florida - - 

7,849 

4,863 

6,669 

19,  381 

53,  789 

73, 170 

Georgia - 

10,  473 

7,  909 

3,  843 

22,  225 

47,  781 

70, 006 

Hawaii _ 

2,111 

1,407 

880 

4.L198 

20,  360 

24,  758 

Idaho _ 

4,726 

3, 392 

501 

8,  619 

12, 170 

20,  789 

Illinois _ 

15,  933 

8,727 

15, 229 

39,  889 

135, 256 

175, 145 

Indiana _ 

9,696 

7,009 

6,322 

22,027 

64,213 

86,  240 

Iowa.  _ 

9,619 

7, 162 

2,535 

19,  316 

32,  813 

52, 129 

Kansas _ 

9,  561 

6,676 

2,  327 

18,  564 

20, 103 

38,  667 

Kentucky . 

6,944 

5,  888 

2,368 

15,  200 

52,890 

68,090 

Louisiana. . 

6,  353 

4,  570 

3,  712 

14,  635 

74,  894 

89,  529 

Maine  . . 

3, 138 

2,384 

805 

6,327 

12, 247 

18,  574 

Maryland . 

4,192 

2,628 

4,288 

11, 108 

47,  499 

58, 607 

Massachusetts  .. 

5, 382 

2,380 

8,184 

15,  946 

65,  561 

71,507 

Michigan _ 

13, 179 

8,  277 

10, 755 

32,  211 

101,031 

133,  242 

Minnesota. . 

10,  726 

7,  560 

3,888 

22, 174 

67,  063 

89,  237 

Mississippi . 

6,626 

5,  567 

1,393 

13,  586 

31,503 

45, 089 

Missouri. . . 

11,  306 

7,740 

5,270 

24,  316 

66,318 

90,  634 

Montana . 

7,  821 

6,426 

543 

13,  790 

24,  263 

38,  053 

Nebraska . 

7,688 

5,  478 

1,  368 

14,  534 

15, 148 

29,  682 

Pursuant  to  H.R,  12135 

Interstate 

Total 

State 

Primary 

($427,500) 

Secondary 

($285,000) 

Urban 

($237,500) 

Subtotal 

($950,000) 

($2,600,000) 

($3,550,000) 

Nevada _ 

$4, 846 

$3,223 

$358 

$8,427 

$13, 069 

$21, 496 

New  Hampshire. 

2,111 
.6, 968 

1,  407 

627 

4, 145 

11, 631 

15,  776 

New  Jersey. . 

2,049 

10, 191 

18,  208 

67, 602 

85,  810 

New  Mexico.  ... 

6,606 

4,  457 

1,147 

12, 210 
55, 020 

25,880 

38,  090 

New  York  .  _ 

19,292 

8,412 

27, 316 

122,  855 

177,  875 

North  Carolina.  _ 

9,971 

8,914 

3,111 

21,  996 

21,208 

43,  204 

North  Dakota _ 

5,411 

3,  965 

417 

9,  793 

11,451 

21,  244 

Ohio. _ _ 

14,660 

9, 138 

13, 402 

37,  200 

176, 952 

214, 152 

Oklahoma . 

8,523 

5,  932 

2,  616 

17, 071 

31, 195 

48,  266 

Oregon - 

6,546 

4,675 

1,982 

13, 103 

45, 034 

58, 137 

Pennsylvania _ 

16,  690 

10, 062 

15,  094 

40,846 

115,  974 

156,  820 

Rhode  Island  . . 

2,111 

1,407 

1,426 

4,  944 

9,551 

14,  495 

South  Carolina.  . 

5,407 

4,724 

1,699 

11,830 

22, 389 

34, 219 

South  Dakota _ 

5,  952 

4,306 

431 

10,  689 

17, 023 

27,  712 

Tennessee _ 

8,  277 

6,536 
16, 337 

3,378 

18,  191 

65,  343 

83,  534 

Texas _ 

25,  851 

13, 180 

55,  368 

117, 309 

172,  677 

Utah _ 

4,635 

3,  007 

1,237 

8,879 

37,  537 

46,  416 

Vermont _ 

2,111 

1,407 

330 

3,848 

17,  895 

21,  743 

Virginia . . . 

8,  031 

6,269 

4, 112 

18,  412 

78,  797 

97,  209 

Washington _ 

6,780 

4,582 

3,548 

14, 910 

54, 046 

68,  956 

W  est  Virginia _ 

4, 163 

3,  742 

1,248 

9,153 

39, 026 

48, 179 

Wisconsin . 

9,485 

6,  691 

4,589 

20,  765 

22,  928 

43,  693 

Wyoming _ 

District  of  Co- 

4,816 

3,277 

280 

8,373 

24,  879 

33,  252 

lumbia _ 

2,  111 

1,407 

1,489 

5, 007 

37, 280 

42, 287 

Puerto  Rico _ 

2,  111 

2,342 

1,  822 

6,275 

6,275 

October  It 
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Approximate  apportionments  of  Federal-aid  highway  funds,  fiscal  year  1965 

[Thousands  of  dollars] 


- - 

Pursuant  to  II. R.  12135 

Interstate 

Total 

Pursuant  to  H.R.  1213 

5 

Interstate 

Total 

State 

Primary 

($427,500) 

Secondary 

($285,000) 

Urban 

($237,500) 

Subtotal 

($950,000) 

($2,700,000) 

($3,650,000) 

State 

Primary 

($427,500) 

Secondary 

($285,000) 

Urban 

($237,500) 

Subtotal 

($950,000) 

($2,700,000) 

($3,650,000) 

Alabama . . 

$8, 178 
22,  696 
6,337 
6,087 
21,  862 
7,105 
2,992 

2,  111 
7,849 
10, 473 
2,  111 

$6,  244 
15,  233 

$3, 188 
156 

$17, 610 
38, 085 

$55, 698 

$73, 308 
39, 088 

Nevada . 

New  Hampshire- 

$4, 846 
2,111 

$3,223 

1,407 

2, 049 

$358 

627 

$8,427 

4,  145 

$13, 571 
12, 078 

$21, 998 
16, 223 

Arizona - 

Arkansas - 

4,  111 

1,773 

12,  221 

37, 807 

50,  028 

New  Jersey _ 

5,968 

10, 191 

18,  208 

70, 202 

88, 408 

4,  847 

1,  292 

12, 226 

28, 182 

40,  408 

New  Mexico . 

6,606 

4, 457 

1,147 

12, 210 

26,  876 

39, 086 

10, 154 

4,  609 

25,  672 
2,415 

67,  688 
14, 129 

257,  453 
35,  701 

305, 141 

New  York . 

19,  292 

8,  412 

27, 316 

55, 020 

127, 580 

182,600 

California — - — - — 

Colorado - 

Connecticut - 

49,  830 

North  Carolina. . 

9,971 

8,914 

3,111 

21,996 

22,023 

44,  219 

l' 622 

4,  581 

9,196 

38,  021 

47,  216 

North  Dakota _ 

5,411 

3,965 

417 

9, 793 

11,891 

21,684 

i;  407 
4,863 

544 

4, 062 
19, 381 

10,  025 

14,  087 

Ohio. . . 

14, 660 

9, 138 

13, 402 

37,  200 

183,  758 

220, 958 

6,  669 

55,  858 

75,  239 

Oklahoma _ 

8, 623 

5,932 

2, 616 

17, 071 

32,395 

49,466 

7,  909 

3,843 

880 

22, 225 

49,  619 

71,  844 

Oregon . — 

6,  546 

4,575 

1,982 

13, 103 

46,  766 

59, 869 

Hawaii _ _ _ 

Idaho - 

Illinois _ 

Indiana _ 

1,  407 

4,398 

21, 143 

25,  541 

Pennsylvania _ 

15,  690 

10, 062 

15, 094 

40, 846 

120,  434 

161,  280 

4'  726 

3,  392 

501 

8,619 

12,  638 

21,  257 

Rhode  Island - 

2,111 

1,407 

1,426 

4,944 

9,918 

14,  862 

15,  933 

8,  727 

15, 229 

39,  889 

140,  458 

180, 347 

South  Carolina. . 

5,407 

4,724 

1,699 

11,830 

23,260 

35,080 

9, 696 

7;  009 

6, 322 

22,  027 

66,  683 

88,  710 

South  Dakota _ 

5,952 

4,306 

431 

10,  689 

17, 677 

28,366 

9, 619 

7;  162 
6, 676 
5,888 
4,  570 

2,  535 

19,  316 

34,  075 

63,  391 

Tennessee _ 

8,277 
25,  851 

6,636 
16, 337 

3, 378 

18, 191 

67, 856 

86, 047 

9,561 

6, 944 
6,  353 

2,  327 

18,  664 

20,  877 

39,  441 

Texas _ 

13, 180 

55, 368 

121, 821 

177, 189 
47, 860 

2,368 

15,  200 
14,  635 

54,  925 

70, 125 

Utah.... . . 

4,635 

3,007 

1,237 

8, 879 

38,  981 

3,712 

77,  775 

92,  410 
19, 045 

Vermont _ 

2,111 

1,407 

330 

3,848 

18,  584 

22,  432 

3, 138 

2,384 
2,  628 

805 

6,  327 

12,  718 

Virginia _ 

8,031 

6,269 

4,112 

18,412 

81,827 

100, 239 

Maryland - 

4, 192 

4,288 

11, 108 

49, 326 

60,  434 

Washington . 

6,  780 

4,582 

3,548 

14,  910 

56, 125 

71,035 

5,382 

2,  380 

8, 184 

16,  946 

57,  698 

73,  644 

West  Virginia _ 

4, 163 

3,742 

1,248 

9, 153 

40, 527 
23,810 

49, 680 

13, 179 
10, 726 
6,626 
11, 306 

8, 277 

10,  755 

32, 211 
22, 174 

104,  917 

137, 128 

Wisconsin _ 

9,  485 

6,691 

4,  589 

20,765 

44, 575 

7,  560 

3,888 

69,  642 

91,  816 

Wyoming . . 

4,  816 

3,277 

280 

8,373 

25, 836 

34, 209 

Mississippi  - 

5,567 
7,  740 

1,393 

5,270 

13,  686 
24,316 

32,  715 
68,  869 

46, 301 
93, 185 

District  of 
Columbia _ 

2,111 

1, 407 

1,489 

5, 007 

38, 714 

43, 721 

Montana - 

Nebraska . — 

7,821 

7,688 

5,426 

5,478 

543 

1,368 

13,  790 

14,  534 

26, 196 
15,  731 

38,  986 
30,  265 

Puerto  Rico _ 

2,111 

2,343 

1,822 

6,275 

6, 439 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  com¬ 
mittee  amendments  be  agreed  to  en  bloc 
and  that  the  bill  as  thus  amended  be 
considered  as  original  text  for  purpose 
of  amendment. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  KEFAUVER.  Mr.  President,  in 
connection  with  H.R.  12135  the  highway 
bill,  I  would  like  to  say  that  I  am  very 
much  in  favor  of  the  authorization  in 
the  public  lands  highways  section  of  $24 
million  over  the  next  3  fiscal  years.  I 
have  worked  with  my  colleague,  the 
Senator  from  Tennessee  [Mr.  Gore]  and 
my  two  friends,  the  Senators  from  North 
Carolina  [Mr.  Ervin  and  Mr.  Jordan]  in 
behalf  of  congressional  authorization  for 
a  tourist  and  access  road  from  Tellico 
Plains,  Tenn.,  to  Robbinsville,  N.C.,  in 
the  Cherokee  and  Nantahala  National 
Forests.  The  highway  bill  will  give  us 
this  authorization. 

The  road  in  which  I  am  interested, 
connecting  Tellico  Plains,  Tenn.,  and 
Robbinsville,  N.C.,  would  benefit  a  wide 
section  of  the  southeastern  part  of  the 
United  States.  The  benefits  for  the 
tourist  industry,  hotels  and  motels,  gas 
and  service  stations,  restaurants  and 
sports  equipment  stores,  would  be  bene¬ 
ficial  I  am  sure  in  such  adjoining  States 
as  Georgia,  Kentucky,  and  South  Caro¬ 
lina,  as  well  as  to  the  two  terminal 
States,  Tennessee  and  North  Carolina. 

The  reason  I  have  such  confidence  in 
the  potential  economic  and  recreational 
benefits  of  the  proposed  road  is  that  it 
would  provide  access  into  the  largest  area 
of  National  Forests  east  of  the  Missis¬ 
sippi,  an  area  that  is  largely  undevel¬ 
oped,  inaccessible,  and  unvisited  by 
America’s  tourists,  campers  and  outdoor 
recreation  seekers.  This  phenomenon  is 
all  the  more  unusual  because  this  vast 
and  unused  land  is  just  south  of  the 
Great  Smoky  Mountain  National  Park, 
which  today  has  become  one  of  the  most 


overcrowded  recreation  areas  of  the 
Nation. 

To  me  it  seems  quite  obvious  that  un¬ 
der  such  circumstances  any  reasonable 
alternative  to  these  crowded  park  con¬ 
ditions  should  be  carefully  explored  and 
developed.  It  is  also  obvious  to  me  that 
the  road  we  are  discussing  this  morning 
is  a  feasible  project,  from  both  the  eco¬ 
nomic  and  engineering  standpoint. 

This  conclusion  of  feasibility  is  not 
merely  the  view  of  the  congressional 
representatives  of  the  areas  affected,  or 
the  local  people.  The  Department  of 
Agriculture,  Forest  Service,  in  a  pre¬ 
liminary  reconnaissance  report  entitled, 
“Cherokee  and  Nantahala  National  For¬ 
ests,  Tellico-Robbinsville  Highway  in 
Tennessee  and  North  Carolina,”  has 
done  a  fine  job  of  outlining,  describing, 
and  enthusiastically  endorsing  the  road 
in  its  entirety. 

I  would  also  like  to  mention  that  this 
road  is  not  a  new  or  recent  idea  either, 
to  the  congressional  delegation  or  the 
local  people.  This,  road  has  been  dis¬ 
cussed,  planned,  and  promoted  for  5  or 
6  years,  and  many  people  from  Tennes¬ 
see  and  North  Carolina  have  been  in 
touch  with  me  for  several  years  as  we 
planned  and  worked  together  to  build 
our  case  for  the  approval  of  this  fine 
roadway.  Earlier  this  year,  when  the 
Forest  Service  budget  was  under  con¬ 
sideration  by  the  Senate  Appropriations 
Committee,  many  witnesses  testified  in 
favor  of  the  road  and  later,  in  its  re¬ 
port,  the  Appropriations  Committee 
noted  that  “a  strong  and  convincing 
presentation  was  made  to  the  committee 
for  funds  to  construct  a  road  linking  the 
Cherokee  National  Forest  in  Tennessee 
with  the  Nantahala  National  Forest  in 
North  Carolina.  Lack  of  authorization 
prevented  committee  consideration  of 
the  proposal.  It  is  the  committee’s  hope 
that  a  request  for  authorization  will  be 
placed  before  appropriate  legislative 
committees  for  attention.” 


To  provide  this  needed  authorization, 
on  May  9,  1962,  I  introduced  along  with 
Senators  Gore,  Ervin,  and  Jordan  an 
amendment  to  S.  3136,  the  highway  bill, 
to  authorize  the  appropriation  of  $2  V2 
million  in  fiscal  1964  and  an  identical 
amount  in  fiscal  1965,  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  Tellico  Plains-Robbinsville 
Road. 

Thereafter  the  Senate  Public  Works 
Committee  increased  the  proposed  au¬ 
thorization  for  public  lands  highways 
from  $6  million  over  2  fiscal  years  to 
$24  million  over  3  fiscal  years,  and  the 
latter  is  the  amount  before  the  Senate 
today. 

I  ask  the  Senate’s  most  careful  con¬ 
sideration  of  this  authorization,  which 
would  create  a  fine  road  to  open  up  vast 
new  areas  of  beautiful,  primitive  for¬ 
ests,  mountains,  streams,  and  lakes  for 
millions  of  Americans  seeking  whole¬ 
some  outdoor  recreation. 


CONTINUING  APPROPRIATIONS  FOR 
DEPARTMENT  OF  AGRICULTURE 
\  AND  FOREIGN  CREDIT  ADMINIS- 
\tRATION,  FISCAL  YEAR  1963— RE¬ 
PORT  OF  A  COMMITTEE  (S.  REPT. 
NOg2277) 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  from 
the  Conmaittee  on  Appropriations,  I  re¬ 
port  an  original  joint  resolution  to  pro¬ 
vide  continuing  appropriations  for  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  the 
Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the 
fiscal  year  1963,  aHd  I  submit  a  report  to 
be  filed  therewith.  \ 

Mr.  President,  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  pending  sill  may  be  tem¬ 
porarily  laid  aside  and  amt  the  Senate 
may  proceed  to  the  consideration  of  the 
joint  resolution  which  has  just  been  re¬ 
ported  from  the  Committee  on  Appro¬ 
priations.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.X  The 
joint  resolution  will  be  stated  by 
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The  joint  resolution  (S.J.  Res.  234) 
making  continuing  appropriations  for 
tithe  Department  of  Agriculture  and  the 
irm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fis- 
caV.year  1963,  was  read  twice  by  its  title. 

IE  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  present  consideration  of 
the  joNt  resolution? 

ThereNjeing  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded\to  consider  the  joint  resolu¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  the 

committee  of\conference,  particularly 
the  conferees  on\the  part  of  the  Senate, 
have  met  with  almost  insuperable  and 
what  appear  to  beNannecessary  difficul¬ 
ties  in.  the  consideration  of  the  regular 
appropriation  bill  for  me  Department  of 
Agriculture  and  theN.  Farm  Credit 
Administration,  whichX  incidentally, 
reached  the  Senate  on  July  25,  almost 
one  month  after  the  beginning  of  the 
fiscal  year.  I  shall  not  discus\the  diffi¬ 
culties  in  detail;  I  shall  probably  do  so 
at  a  later  date,  before  adjournment  sine 
die.  However,  I  think  it  is  prudenKthat 
the  Senate  pass  the  continuing  resolu¬ 
tion  at  this  time,  in  the  eventuality  that 
it  is  impossible  for  the  conferees  to  react 
agreement  on  the  regular  appropriation ' 
bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
joint  resolution  is  open  to  amendment. 
If  there  be  no  amendment  to  be  pro¬ 
posed,  the  question  is  on  the  engross¬ 
ment  and  third  reading  of  the  joint 
resolution. 

The  joint  resolution  (S.J.  Res.  234) 
was  ordered  to  be  engrossed  for  a  third 
reading,  read  the  third  time,  and  passed, 
as  follows: 

Resolved  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Rep¬ 
resentatives  of  the  United  States  of  America 
in  Congress  assembled,  ■That  there  is  appro¬ 
priated  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury 
not  otherwise  appropriated,  and  out  of  the 
applicable  corporate  and  other  revenue,  re¬ 
ceipts,  and  funds,  such  amounts  as  may  be 
necessary  for  continuing,  during  the  fiscal 
year  1963,  projects  or  activities  which  were 
conducted  in  the  fiscal  year  1962  by  the  De¬ 
partment  of  Agriculture,  including  the  cor¬ 
porations  therein,  and  the  Farm  Credit  Ad¬ 
ministration,  at  a  rate  for  operations  not  ir 
excess  of  the  current  rate  (amount  appro 
priated  or  authorized  to  be  expended/m 
the  fiscal  year  1962)  or  the  rate  providear  for 
in  the  budget  estimate  (amount  estimated 
to  be  appropriated  or  estimated  to/be  ex¬ 
pended  in  the  fiscal  year  1963)  whichever  is 
lower,  except  that  the  1963  Agricultural  Con¬ 
servation  Program  shall  not  exc/l  $250,000,- 
.000. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  I  move 
that  the  Senate  recons^Ger  the  vote  by 
which  the  joint  resoluyon  was  passed. 

Mr.  BARTLETT./  Mr.  President,  I 
move  to  lay  that  inotion  on  the  table. 

The  motion  to/ay  on  the  table  was 
agreed  to. 


MESSAC 


FROM  THE  HOUSE 


A  mess/e  from  the  House  of  Repre- 
sentativod;  by  Mr.  Bartlett,  one  of  its 
readingmlerks,  announced  that  the  House 
had  passed,  without  amendment,  the  bill 
(S.  3e31)  to  amend  title  13,  United  States 
Cafle,  to  preserve  the  confidential  nature 
'copies  of  reports  filed  with  the  Bureau 
if  the  Census  on  a  confidential  basis. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  disagreed  to  the  amendments 
of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  5700)  to 


amend  the  Tariff  Act  of  1930  to  permit 
the  designation  of  certain  carriers  as 
carriers  of  bonded  merchandise;  asked 
a  conference  with  the  Senate  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  thereon, 
and  that  Mr.  Mills,  Mr.  King  of  Cali¬ 
fornia,  Mr.  Boggs,  Mr.  Mason,  and  Mr. 
Byrnes  of  Wisconsin  were  appointed 
managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at 
the  conference. 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  House  further  insisted  upon  its  dis¬ 
agreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  7927)  to  adjust 
postal  rates,  and  for  other  purposes; 
asked  a  further  conference  with  the 
Senate  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  thereon,  and  that  Mr.  Mur¬ 
ray,  Mr.  Morrison,  and  Mr.  Corbett  were 
appointed  managers  on  the  part  of  the 
House  at  the  further  conference. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  disagreed  to  the  amendments 
of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  8952)  to 
amend  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of 
1954  with  respect  to  the  conditions  ui \J 
der  which  the  special  constructive  sale 
price  rule  is  to  apply  for  purposes  of  per¬ 
tain  manufacturers  excise  taxes;  asked 
,a  conference  with  the  Senate  on  tjife  dis- 
i'reeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses'  there¬ 
of  and  that  Mr.  Mills,  Mr.  King  of  Cal¬ 
ifornia,  Mr.  Boggs,  Mr.  Mason,  and  Mr. 
Byrnes  of  Wisconsin  weije  appointed 
managers  on  the  part  of/the  House  at 
the  conrerence. 

The  message  furth/  announced  that 
the  House  Had  agreecLco  the  amendments 
of  the  Senaue  to  ejrch  of  the  following 
bills  of  the  Hotee: 

H.R.  1691.  AiIjMI  for  the  relief  of  Elaine 
Veronica  Brathwair^:  and 

H.R.  10605.  AN  act\for  the  relief  of  Joan 
Rosa  Orr. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
House  had  agreed  to  th\  amendment  of 
the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.Rcl2402  for  the 
reliefi/of  Concetta  Maria,  X°setta>  and 
Tonfasino  Mangiaracina. 

?he  message  further  announced  that 
ie  House  had  agreed  to  the  Xport  of 
^the  committee  of  conference  on  t\e  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  oil  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  \ill 
(H.R.  11665)  to  revise  the  formula 
apportioning  cash  assistance  fund:? 
among  the  States  under  the  National 
School  Lunch  Act,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

ENROLLED  BILLS  SIGNED 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Speaker  had  affixed  his  signature  to  the 
following  enrolled  bills,  and  they  were 
signed  by  the  Acting  President  pro 
tempore : 

S.  136.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Dinko 
Dorcic; 

S.  320.  An  act  to  amend  the  provisions 
contained  in  part  II  of  the  Interstate  Com¬ 
merce  Act  concerning  registration  of  State 
certificates  whereby  a  common  carrier  by 
motor  vehicle  may  engage  in  interstate  and 
foreign  commerce  with  a  State; 

S.  453.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Robert  J. 
Scanlan; 

S.  689.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Karl  Heinz 
Agar; 

S.  1263.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Marie 
Margaret  Arvanetes; 

9. 1651.  An  act  to  authorize  the  Commis¬ 
sioners  of  the  District  of  Columbia  to  dele¬ 


gate  the  function  of  approving  contractsynot 
exceeding  $100,000; 

S.  1999.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Anns/Marie 
Erdelyi; 

S.  2568.  An  act  to  amend  the  act  at  Septem¬ 
ber  7,  1950,  to  extend  the  regulatory  au¬ 
thority  of  the  Federal  and  S£ate  agencies 
concerned  under  the  terms  of  tlie  Convention 
for  the  Establishment  of  ary  Inter -American 
Tropical  Tuna  Commission/ signed  at  Wash¬ 
ington  May  31,  1949,  and/or  other  purposes; 

S.  2667.  An  act  for  th/relief  of  Sebastlana 
Santoro; 

S.  2687.  An  act  foi/the  relief  of  Robert  D. 
Barbee; 

S.  2690.  An  ac^  for  the  relief  of  Mona 
Mclsaac  Downey 

S.  2697.  An  act  to  waive  certain  time  limi¬ 
tations  prescribed  in  chapters  33  and  35  of 
title  38,  Upated  States  Code,  in  the  case  of 
certain  veterans  and  eligible  persons  ordered 
to  active  duty  with  the  Armed  Forces,  or 
whose iperiod  of  duty  with  the  Armed  Forces 
was  involuntarily  extended,  on  or  after  Au¬ 
gust  1,  1961; 

3. 2711.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Tasia 
lemetropoulou  (Dimitropoulos)  ; 

S.  2753.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Duk  Man 
Lee  and  Soon  Mai  Lee; 

S.  2777.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Arild 
Ericksen  Sandli; 

S.  2795.  An  act  to  prohibit  the  use  by  col¬ 
lecting  agencies  and  private  detective  agen¬ 
cies  of  any  name,  emblem,  or  insignia  which 
reasonably  tends  to  convey  the  impression 
that  any  such  agency  is  an  agency  of  the 
government  of  the  District  of  Columbia; 

S.  2836.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Carmelo 
Rafala; 

S.  2902.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Sumiko 
Takahashi; 

S.  2908.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Rosa 
Fumarola  Bailee; 

S.  2922.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Raymond 
Chester  Hendon; 

S.  2950.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Dwijendra 
Kumar  Misra; 

S.  2992.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Michel¬ 
angelo  Comito  (Natl) ; 

'  S.3085.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Paul 
Huygelen  and  Luba  A.  Huygelen; 

S.  3265.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Respina 
Anastos  (Psyhopeda); 

S.  3267.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Gunter 
Heinz  Hillebrand; 

S.  3275.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Anna 
Sciamanna  Misticoni; 

S.  3295.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Mathew 
Lengyel  (also  known  as  Brother  Paul, 
S.V.D.); 

S.  3336.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Lazaro 
Loyola  Arinque,  Jr.; 

S.  3390.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Naife  Kahl; 
S.  3452.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Dr.  Hassan 
1.  Nouri; 

.  3504.  An  act  to  provide  for  alternate 
representation  of  secretary  officers  on  the 
Migratory  Bird  Conservation  Commission, 
and  fX  other  purposes; 

S.  35X.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Betty 
Sandra  Fhgann; 

S.  3600.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Chao  Hua- 
Hsih; 

H.R.  946.  Xk  act  to  extend  to  oyster  plant¬ 
ers  the  benefits  of  the  provisions  of  the 
present  law  winch  provide  for  production 
disaster  loans  for  farmers  and  stockmen; 

H.R.  1362.  An  act  Apr  the  relief  of  Calogera 
Virone  Messina; 

H.R.  1483.  An  act  fo^the  relief  of  Priscillo 
Jor;  Sisson  and  Evelyn  Ajisson; 

H.R.  1598.  An  act  for  tX  relief  of  Michael 
Anthony  Dedetsinas; 

H.R.  2978.  An  act  for  the\relief  of  Rosa 
and  Rita  Quattrocchi; 

H.R.  4483.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Simon 
Karasick; 

H.R.  5695.  An  act  for  the  relief  X  Forrest 
L.  Gibson; 

H.R.  6987.  An  act  for  the  relief  o?\MaJ. 
William  R.  Cook; 

H.R.  7600.  An  act  to  amend  title  38,  United 
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States  Code,  to  revise  the  effective  date  pro¬ 
visions  relating  to  awards,  and  for  other  pur- 

^  H.R.  7617.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  John  W. 
SchleigerK 

H.R.  7871*.  An  act  relating  to  the  effective 
date  of  the  Qualification  of  the  joint  pension 
plan  for  employees  of  Local  Unions  645,  1507, 
and  1511,  Brotherhood  of  Painters,  Decora¬ 
tors,  and  Papei'ijangers  of  America  as  a 
qualified  trust  under  section  401(a)  of  the 
Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1954; 

H.R.  8855.  An  act  fqr  the  relief  of  Marie 
Silva  Arruda;  \ 

H.R.  9469.  An  act  for  me  relief  of  Charles 

L.  Kays;  \ 

H.R.  9491.  An  act  to  prcmde  for  the  re¬ 
moval  of  an  encumbrance  an  the  title  of 
certain  real  property  heretofore  conveyed  to 
the  board  of  education  of  the  Vajlejo  School 
District,  Vallejo,  Calif.,  by  the  U^.  Housing 
Corp.;  \ 

H.R.  9590.  An  act  for  the  relief  of>Lt.  Col. 
Edward  Hirsch;  \ 

H.R.  9737.  An  act  to  amend  section  641  of 
title  38,  United  States  Code,  to  provide  tsmt 
deductions  shall  not  be  made  from  Federal 
payments  to  a  State  home  because  ofv 
amounts  collected  from  the  estates  of  de¬ 
ceased  veterans  and  used  for  recreational  or 
other  purposes  not  required  by  State  laws, 
and  to  amend  chapter  35  of  such  title  in 
order  to  afford  educational  assistance  in 
certain  cases  beyond  the  age  limitations  pre¬ 
scribed  in  such  chapter; 

H.R.  10316.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Leo- 
poldo  Rocha  Canas  and  Teofilo  Caoile 
Servito; 

H.R.  10897.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Joseph 
Hammond; 

H.R.  11552.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Henry 
E.  Keiser; 

H.R.  11594.  An  act  to  extend  for  2  years 
the  period  for  which  payments  in  lieu  of 
taxes  may  be  made  with  respect  to  certain 
real  property  transferred  by  the  Reconstruc¬ 
tion  Finance  Corporation  and  its  subsidi¬ 
aries  to  other  Government  departments; 

H.R.  11678.  An  act  to  waive  section  142  of 
title  28,  United  States  Code,  with  respect  to 
the  U.S.  District  Court  for  the  Northern  Dis¬ 
trict  of  Ohio,  Eastern  Division,  holding  court 
at  Akron,  Ohio; 

H.R.  11732.  An  act  to  amend  section  305  of 
the  Communications  Act  of  1934,  as 
amended; 

H.R.  12080.  An  act  to  permit  domestic 
banks  to  pay  interest  on  time  deposits  of 
foreign  governments  at  rates  differing  from 
those  applicable  to  domestic  depositors; 

H.R.  12092.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Arthur 
H.  Brackbill; 

H.R.  12093.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Joseph 
Wolf,  Jr.; 

HR.  12451.  An  act  to  authorize  reimburse¬ 
ment  to  appropriations  of  the  U.S.  Secret 
Service  of  moneys  expended  for  the  pur¬ 
chase  of  counterfeits;  and 

H.R.  12653.  An  act  to  amend  the  Consoli¬ 
dated  Farmers  Home  Administration  Act  of 
1961  in  order  to  increase  the  limitation  on 
the  amount  of  loans  which  may  be  insured 
under  subtitle  A  of  such  act. 

- - - - - -  ..  ...  — - -  .  _ 

FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF 
1962 

The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  12135)  to  authorize  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and 
1965  for  the  construction  of  certain  high¬ 
ways  in  accordance  with  title  23  of  the 
United  States  Code  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  all  of  us 
are  greatly  indebted  to  the  Senator 
from  Michigan  for  his  magnificent  work 
in  successfully  moving  the  road  bill 
through  the  various  channels  to  the  point 
of  passage. 


There  is  absolutely  no  dobut  that  this 
highway  bill  will  do  more  for  natural 
resource  development  than  has  any 
other  highway  bill  which  has  been  con¬ 
sidered  by  the  Senate  while  I  have  been 
in  the  Senate. 

The  members  of  the  Senate  and  House 
committees  and  President  Kennedy  de¬ 
serve  credit  for  the  excellence  of  the  bill. 
The  funds  provided  for  forest  roads  and 
public  land  development  roads  are  based 
on  the  recommendations  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent. 

For  forest  development  roads,  a  total 
of  $60  million  has  been  provided  for  1963, 
$70  million  for  1964,  and  $85  million  for 
1965. 

I  compare  the  record  of  this  admin¬ 
istration  with  that  of  its  predecessor, 
which  time  and  again  rocommended 
against  the  provision  of  funds  for  forest 
roads.  I  compare  the  record  of  this  Con¬ 
gress  with  that  of  previous  Democratic 
Congresses.  Previous  Democratic  Con¬ 
gresses  consistently  reversed  the  recom¬ 
mendations  of  the  Eisenhower  admin¬ 
istration. 

In  the  84th  Congress,  $54  million  was 
authorized,  $6  million  over  the  previous 
biennium. 

In  the  85th  Congress,  $60  million  was 
authorized,  again  a  $6  million  increase 
in  the  face  of  another  Eisenhower  ad¬ 
ministration  recommendation  against  an 
increase. 

In  the  86th  Congress,  $75  million  was 
authorized,  an  increase  of  $15  million, 
this  in  the  face  of  an  Eisenhower  admin¬ 
istration  recommendation  against  any 
authorization. 

Now,  under  President  Kennedy’s  lead¬ 
ership,  we  are  adding  $20  million  to  the 
$75  million  authorized  previously  for  the 
biennium  ending  in  1963.  Also,  we  are 
authorizing  $155  million  for  the  new 
biennium,  in  all  an  increase  of  $100 
million  over  that  for  the  previous 
biennium. 

Mr.  President,  the  forest  roads  are  the 
backbone  of  forest-  management  in  the 
national  forests.  Among  other  things, 
they  sustain  the  cutting  of  timber  ac¬ 
cording  to  sound  conservation  practices. 

The  154  national  forests  and  18  na¬ 
tional  grasslands  in  the  national  forest 
system  consist  of  186  million  acres  of 
Federal  lands  in  39  States  and  the  Com¬ 
monwealth  of  Puerto  Rico.  These  lands 
produce  water,  timber,  forage,  recreation 
services,  fish,  big  game,  other  wildlife, 
and  minerals.  They  include  the  most 
important  watersheds  in  the  West  and 
the  headwater  lands  of  many  important 
rivers  in  the  East. 

The  forest  development  system  at  pres¬ 
ent  consists  of  179,213  miles  of  roads 
and  106,577  miles  of  trails.  It  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  when  completely  installed 
this  system  will  consist  of  542,250  miles 
of  access  roads  and  that  the  trail  net¬ 
work  will  be  reduced  to  80,000  miles. 
The  total  cost  of  completing  this  even¬ 
tual  system  is  $6.7  billion. 

The  development  program  for  the  na¬ 
tional  forests  which  was  submitted  to  the 
Congress  September  21,  1961,  sets  forth 
the  resource  management  and  develop¬ 
ment  work  needed  in  the  national  for¬ 
ests  during  fiscal  years  1963-72  to  assure 
that  the  forests  will  meet  their  full  share 
of  present  and  future  public  needs. 

The  access  road  and  trail  program  is 
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essential  for  protection  of  national  for- 
rest  resources  from  fire,  insects,  and  dis¬ 
ease;  facilitates  the  use  for  recreation, 
hunting,  and  fishing  resources ;  increases 
the  volume  of  timber  that  can  be  mar¬ 
keted,  especially  for  small  sales,  and  the 
support  of  dependent  communities  and 
small  business  enterprises ;  and  increases 
the  level  of  salvage  cutting  of  dead  and 
dying  timber  stands  and  the  opportu¬ 
nity  to  promptly  salvage  losses  resulting 
from  fire,  windstorm,  insects,  and  dis¬ 
ease. 

The  current  receipts  from  national 
forest  timber  exceed  $100  million. 
These  financial  revenues  will  rise  to 
about  $230  million  annually  by  the  time 
the  10-year  program  is  completed  from 
the  annual  sale  of  13  billion  board  feet  of 
sawtimber  expected  to  be  reached.  On 
the  basis  that  the  end  products  from 
this  timber  will  be  worth  about  $20  by 
the  time  they  reach  the  ultimate  con¬ 
sumer  for  every  dollar  of  national  for¬ 
est  stumpage  sold,  the  total  consumer 
value  will  be  over  $4  billion.  Payments 
from  national  forest  revenues  for  county 
schools  and  roads  will  increase  accord¬ 
ingly. 

At  the  present  time  the  national  for¬ 
ests  supply  high-quality  water  to  1,800 
towns  and  cities  in  the  West,  including 
some  of  our  great  and  growing  metro¬ 
politan  areas.  Irrigation  use  and  out¬ 
door  recreation  associated  with  the  3 
million  acres  of  lakes  and  81,000  miles  of 
streams  in  the  national  forests  will  con¬ 
tinue  to  grow.  By  1975  alone  it  is  esti¬ 
mated  that  our  use  of  water  will  double, 
and  by  the  year  2000  it  will  be  necessary 
to  derive  at  least  200  million  acre-feet 
of  water  from  national  forests’  water¬ 
sheds. 

Recreational  use  of  the  national 
forest  system  is  increasing  at  an  ex¬ 
treme,  rapid  rate,  as  our  growing  popu¬ 
lation  seeks  rest,  relaxation,  and  pleas¬ 
ure  in  isolated  and  scenic  areas.  Na¬ 
tional  forest  use  for  recreation  purposes 
has  risen  from  approximately  27  mil¬ 
lion  visits  in  1950  to  over  100  million  in 
1961,  with  estimates  of  195  million  visits 
by  1972,  and  a  probable  of  635  million 
by  the  year  2000.  Forest  development 
road  and  trail  funds  can  be  used  for 
vehicular  parking  areas  and  for  sani¬ 
tary,  water,  and  fire  control  facilities, 
which  assists  in  the  development  of  the 
recreational  resources  of  the  national 
forests.  The  committee  was  advised 
that  about  17  percent  of  the  road  and 
trail  portion  of  the  national  forest  pro¬ 
gram  is  used  for  roads  needed  for  rec¬ 
reation,  and  that  the  10-year  program 
includes  8,000  miles  of  roads  which  are 
of  primary  importance  for  recreation. 

The  funds  in  this  bill  are  urgently 
needed  to  keep  the  roadbuilding  program 
more  nearly  on  schedule  and  provide  the 
access  needed  to  harvest  the  projected 
timber  cut,  and  meet  the  critical  needs 
for  recreation  and  fire  roads. 

In  recent  months  the  depressed  con¬ 
dition  of  the  lumber  industry  has  em¬ 
phasized  the  need  for  immediate  re¬ 
medial  action.  After  a  recent  White 
House  conference,  a  program  designed 
to  assist  the  lumber  industry  and  im¬ 
prove  its  competitive  position  was  an¬ 
nounced.  One  of  the  steps  outlined  was. 
the  acceleration  of  the  forest  develop¬ 
ment  road  and  trail  program  to  provide 
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access  and  make  possible  the  sale  of  the 
full  allowable  cut  of  timber  products 
from  the  national  forests.  Such  an  ac¬ 
celeration  would  also  permit  the  devel¬ 
opment  of  multiple -purpose  roads  and 
trails  and  thereby  intensify  the  use  and 
enjoyment  of  all  the  resources  of  the 
national  forests. 

Of  the  186  million  acres  of  land  under 
Forest  Service  administration,  approxi¬ 
mately  80  million  acres  are  in  or  adja¬ 
cent  to  present  areas  of  labor  surplus 
and  low  rural  income.  Acceleration  of 
resource  development  would  contribute 
materially  to  improving  the  economy  of 
these  areas. 

The  record  shows  that  Federal  funds 
invested  in  forest  development  roads 
and  trails  will  return  to  the  Treasury 
many  times  the  amount  of  the  invest¬ 
ment,  and  therefore,  insofar  as  possible, 
Federal  appropriations  should  be  used, 
rather  than  have  the  roads  constructed 
by  timber  purchasers. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  I  would  like  the  rec¬ 
ord  to  show  that  the  senior  Senator  from 
Oregon  is  responsible  for  the  progress 
that  has  been  made  on  forest  roads  and 
trails.  Every  time  a  road  bill  has  been 
before  the  Congress  the  progress  we  have 
made  has  stemmed  from  his  good  work. 
This  bill  incorporates  his  requests.  The 
additional  $10  million  provided  for  1963 
added  by  the  Senate  resulted  from  the 
persuasive  presentation  to  the  President 
on  July  26  which  the  senior  Senator  from 
Oregon  personally  made. 

All  of  our  forest  resources  today  and  in 
the  future  will  be  better  because  of  the 
consistent  good  work  of  the  Senator 
from  Oregon.  The  lumber  industry  of 
this  Nation,  the  conservationists  and  all 
who  use  the  forests  owe  a  debt  of  grati¬ 
tude  to  him  for  the  enlightened  leader¬ 
ship  he  has  demonstrated. 

Mr.  MORSE.  I  thank  my  colleague, 
but  I  point  out  that  my  colleagues  in  the 
Senate  from  Washington  and  Montana, 
along  with  the  senior  Senator  from  Idaho 
[Mr.  Church!  have  always  worked  on  a 
team  for  the  development  of  our  forest 
resources. 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  Mr.  President,  I 
congratulate  and  compliment,  as  did  the 
Senator  from  Oregon  [Mr.  Morse],  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  upon  having 
done  a  supei’b  piece  of  work  on  the  high¬ 
way  bill.  The  bill  means  much  to  the 
entire  country.  It  is  another  evidence  of 
the  devoted  public  interest  of  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan. 

Mr.  President,  with  the  consent  of  the 
Senator  from  Michigan,  I  submit  an 
amendment  to  H.R.  12315  and  ask  that 
it  be  read.  The  amendment  would  add 
a  new  section  at  the  bottom  of  the  last 
page  of  H.R.  12315. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  may  we 
have  the  amendment  read? 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  It  might  be  rela¬ 
tively  meaningless  to  have  it  read;  it  is 
quite  long.  I  shall  explain  it,  if  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan  will  permit  me  to 
do  so. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Without 
objection,  the  amendment  will  be 
printed  in  the  Record. 

The  amendment  is  as  follows: 

Sec.  13(a).  That  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  In  cooperation  with  the  State  of 


Alaska,  Is  hereby  authorized  to  make  en¬ 
gineering  studies  and  estimates  and  plan¬ 
ning  surveys  relative  to  a  highway  construc¬ 
tion  program  for  the  State  of  Alaska,  and, 
in  accordance  with  treaties  or  other  agree¬ 
ments  to  be  negotiated  with  Canada  by  the 
Secretary  of  State  in  consultation  with  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce,  engineering  studies, 
estimates,  and  planning  surveys  relative  to 
roads  in  Canada  to  connect  with  Alaska. 

(b)  On  or  before  May  15,  1964,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  shall  submit  a  report  to 
the  Congress  which  shall  include — 

(1)  an  analysis  of  the  adequacy  of  the 
Federal-aid  highway  program  to  provide  for 
a  satisfactory  program  in  both  the  populated 
and  the  undeveloped  areas  in  Alaska; 

(2)  specific  recommendations  as  to  the 
construction  of  roads  through  undeveloped 
areas  of  Alaska  and  to  connect  them  with 
roads  in  Canada;  and 

(3)  a  feasible  program  for  implementing 
such  specific  recommendations,  including 
cost  estimates,  recommendations  as  to  the 
sharing  of  cost  responsibilities,  and  other 
pertinent  matters. 

(c)  From  time  to  time,  either  before  or 
after  submission  of  the  report  provided  for  in 
subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  may  submit  recommendations 
to  the  Congress  with  respect  to  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  particular  highways  to  carry  out  the 
purposes  of  this  section. 

(d)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  as  creating  any  obligation  in  the  Con¬ 
gress,  express  or  implied,  to  carry  out  the 
recommendations  referred  to  in  subsections 

(a)  and  (b). 

(e)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treas¬ 
ury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  to  be  avail¬ 
able  until  expended,  the  sum  of  $800,000  for 
the  purpose  of  making  the  studies,  surveys, 
and  report  authorized  by  subsections  (a)  and 

(b)  hereof. 

Mr.  BARTLETT;  Mr.  President,  the 
amendment  incorporates  the  exact  lan¬ 
guage  of  Senate  Joint  Resolution  137, 
which  passed  the  Senate  on  July  23  last. 

The  amendment  was  originated  and 
sponsored  by  my  colleague  from  Alaska 
[Mr.  GrueningI,  who  is  a  member  of  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works.  At  the 
moment,  he  is  traveling  over  the  roads 
of  Alaska.  If  the  amendment  is  ac¬ 
cepted,  we  hope  and  expect  that  better 
travel  will  be  provided  on  those  roads  in 
the  future. 

The  amendment  authorizes  the  ap¬ 
propriation  of  $800,000  for  certain  en¬ 
gineering  studies  and  estimates  with 
respect  to  the  entire  roads  network.  This 
work  has  been  long  delayed.  It  should 
have  been  done  years  ago,  but  it  has  not 
been  done.  So  the  amendment  will  offer 
an  opportunity  to  accomplish  the  very 
desirable  purpose  sought. 

The  reason  why  I  am  offering  the 
amendment  in  behalf  of  the  junior  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Alaska  is  that  an  unusual  situ¬ 
ation  developed  in  the  House.  The  joint 
resolution  was  approved  by  the  House 
Committee  on  Public  Works.  It  is  my 
understanding  that  it  was  to  have  been 
placed  on  the  suspension  list  in  the 
House  on  Monday  of  this  week.  But  be¬ 
cause  of  a  clerical  error  or  a  clerical 
failure,  that  was  not  done.  If  the  action 
is  not  handled  in  this  manner,  there  is 
grave  danger  that  the  language  will  not 
become  a  part  of  the  law  this  year,  and 
it  is  most  important  that  there  be  early 
enactment. 

The  language  of  the  joint  resolution 
is  strongly  supported  by  the  administra¬ 


tion,  particularly  the  Department  of 
Commerce.  I  hope  the  chairman  of  the 
subcommittee  will  accept  it. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Is  the  amendment 
in  exactly  the  same  form  as  the  joint 
resolution  which  previously  passed  the 
Senate? 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  Literally  so;  not  a 
comma  has  been  changed. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  It  has  passed 
through  the  committees  of  both  the 
House  and  the  Senate  and  has  the  ap¬ 
proval  of  all  the  agencies  concerned. 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  That  is  true.  Not 
only  that;  it  passed  the  Senate  itself  on 
July  23. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Yes.  The  Senator 
has  made  that  point  quite  plain. 

Mr.  President,  speaking  for  the  com¬ 
mittee,  I  have  no  reluctance  to  accept 
the  amendment  as  presented  by  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Alaska  and  shall  take  it  to 
conference. 

Mr.  COOPER.  Mr.  President,  do  I 
understand  that  the  amendment  in  the 
form  of  a  separate  measure  previously 
passed  the  Senate? 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  Yes. 

Mr.  COOPER.  It  has  not  been  passed 
by  the  House? 

Mr.  BARTLETT.  No.  We  are  confi¬ 
dent  that  it  would  have  been  passed  on 
Monday  had  it  been  placed  on  the  sus¬ 
pension  list,  as  it  was  supposed  to  have 
been. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  We  have  been  ad¬ 
vised  by  the  Department  of  Commerce 
that  this  item  was  omitted  from  the 
Consent  Calendar  in  the  House  through 
inadvertence  on  the  part  of  the  Clerk. 
The  House  recommends  this  procedure. 

Mr.  COOPER.  I  have  no  objection 
to  the  amendment. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Mr.  President,  is  not 
this  the  same  language  as  that  of  the 
measure  which  passed  the  Senate,  with 
an  amendment  which  provided  that 
nothing  therein  contained  was  to  com¬ 
mit  Congress? 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  That  is  exactly  cor¬ 
rect.  We  seek  to  adopt  this  amendment 
in  the  same  form. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  Is  that  language  now 
in  the  bill? 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  I  understand  that 
every  word  in  the  proposed  amendment 
is  in  exactly  the  same  form  as  the  meas¬ 
ure  which  passed  the  Senate. 

Mr.  RUSSELL.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Michigan. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  the  amendment  of  the 
Senator  from  Alaska  is  agreed  to. 


POSTAL  SERVICE  AND  FEDERAL 
EMPLOYEE!^.  SALARY  ACT  OF 
1962  \ 

Mr.  JOHNSTOro^  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  that  the  Chair  laV  before  the  Senate 
a  message  from  the  Hoyse  of  Represent¬ 
atives  on  the  postal  ratXand  pay  bill. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr.  Pell 
in  the  chair)  laid  before  ftae  Senate  a 
message  from  the  House  fuXher  insist¬ 
ing  upon  its  disagreement  to  tnyamend- 
ment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H  jy.  7927) 
to  adjust  postal  rates,  and  for  othX  pur¬ 
poses;  requesting  a  further  conference 
with  the  Senate  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
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Sf  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and  that  Mr. 
Murray,  Mr.  Morrison,  and  Mr.  Corbett 
werkappointed  managers  on  the  part  of 
the  House  at  the  further  conference. 

Mr.  president,  I  move  that  the  Senate 
agree  tcNa  further  conference  with  the 
House  andsthat  the  Chair  appoint  the 
conferees  oft.  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  motions,  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  John¬ 
ston,  Mr.  Monroney,  and  Mr.  Carlson 
conferees  on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  McNAMARA  Mr.  President,  I 
yield  to  the  SenatorSfrom  New  Jersey 
[Mr.  Case],  if  I  may  do\jO  without  losing 

the  floor.  \ 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  (Mr. 
Smith  of  Massachusetts  imRhe  chair). 
Without  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  thank  the  SenMor  from 
Michigan.  I  wish  to  make  a  litrle  legis¬ 
lative  history  in  connection  with  the  bill. 

Mr.  President,  I  have  become  increas¬ 
ingly  convinced  that  we  are  not  going 
solve  any  of  the  great  problems  of  tl 
metropolitan  areas  of  the  country  until 
we  provide  more  effectively  for  compre¬ 
hensive  planning  for  all  their  needs,  in¬ 
cluding  the  planning  for  transportation, 
and  that  in  the  planning  for  transporta¬ 
tion  we  must  take  into  account  a  bal¬ 
anced  transportation  system,  including 
rapid  transit,  highways,  passenger  cars, 
and  all  the  rest. 

I  am  happy  to  see  that  in  his  trans¬ 
portation  message  the  President  took 
cognizance  of  this  need.  I  applaud  him 
for  it. 

Pursuant  to  the  President’s  message  in 
April  of  this  year,  the  bill  introduced  by 
the  Senator  from  Michigan,  S.  3136, 
provides  specifically,  in  section  7,  a  re¬ 
quirement  that  before  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  approves  specific  projects — 
that  is  to  say,  highway  projects — for  any 
metropolitan  area,  he  shall  find  that  they 
are  consistent  with  adequate,  compre¬ 
hensive  plans  for  metropolitan  areas. 
This  is  spelled  out  in  some  detail. 

I  think  the  Senator  from  Michigan 
rendered  a  great  service  by  introducing 
the  bill  with  that  provision  contained  in 
it. 

The  House  made  rather  substantial 
changes  in  that  section,  which  is  section 
134  of  the  Highway  Code.  This  actioi 
gave  me  some  concern.  I  called  it  to  tl 
attention  of  the  Senate  Committee  ybn 
Public  Works,  and  I  know  the  comnyuee 
gave  this  subject  consideration.  In  the 
end,  they  agreed  with  the  Housoron  the 
language  in  question ;  and  in  section  9  of 
the  bill  before  us,  the  same^subject  is 
covered — that  is,  section  9  of  House  bill 
12135,  as  it  is  before  us  wjm  the  Senate 
amendment. 

When  I  saw  that  tha^action  taken  by 
the  Senate  committer  agreed  with  the 
action  taken  in  this/egard  by  the  House, 
I  took  up  the  master  with  the  Under 
Secretary  of  Coralnerce  for  Transporta¬ 
tion,  because  I  /fad  been  given  to  under¬ 
stand — based/  on  the  reports — that 
neither  the /louse  nor  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  intended  to  depart  from  the  basic 
requirement  for  the  development  of  com¬ 
prehensive  planning  for  transportation 
purposes,  for  metropolitan  areas.  It 
had/been  said  that  the  effect  of  the 
mq&sure  the  House  passed  would  be  to 


require,  not  planning  for  all  forms  of 
transportation,  but  only  planning  for 
highways,  and  that  therefore  one  of  the 
main  objectives,  and  one  with  which  I 
had  been  concerned,  had  been  thrown 
out  the  window. 

So  I  wrote  to  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce.  I  am  happy  to  say  that  I  have 
received  a  letter,  dated  September  20, 
from  the  Under  Secretary  of  Commerce 
for  Transportation,  Clarence  D.  Martin, 
Jr.  I  have  given  a  copy  of  the  letter  to 
the  Senator  from  Michigan,  and  he  now 
has  it  before  him. 

In  the  letter,  the  Under  Secretary  of 
Commerce,  after  describing  what  he  re¬ 
gards  as  certain  minor  and  irrelevant 
amendments  effected  by  the  House  itself 
and  approved  by  the  Senate  committee, 
makes  the  following  statement: 

The  elimination  or  change  of  any  language 
in  that  section  of  the  original  administra¬ 
tion  bill — 

Being  section  7  of  the  McNamara  bill 
to  which  I  have  referred — 
ias  no  significance  other  than  what  I  have 
ited  here.  We  would  have  no  reluctance 
toMiaving  reinserted  in  the  language  the 
wonl  “balanced”  in  line  25,  page  8,  of  H.Ry 
1213(?Vnow  pending  in  the  Senate.  We  als 
would  Taave  no  objection  to  the  reinsertion 
at  the  e\d  of  the  section  on  line  16,  page  9, 
the  languWe  of  the  original  administration 
bill  readlngv'and  that  the  Federalynd  sys¬ 
tem  so  devela^ed  will  be  an  integyfl  part  of 
a  soundly  baaed,  balanced  transportation 
system  for  the  sSjea  involved.”  '2X  is  our  be¬ 
lief,  however,  thal^he  language  in  the  pres¬ 
ently  pending  bill  adequately  covers  the  re¬ 
quirements  that  planning  consideration 
must  be  given  to  all  medec  of  transport  and 
the  planning  process  mjaft  give  consideration 
to  overall  developmentflpntos  of  urban  areas. 

The  letter  has  omer  paragraphs;  and 
I  ask  unanimoiuf  consent \hat  the  full 
text  of  the  lettyf  be  printed  this  point 
in  the  RECoiur 

There  bemg  no  objection,  tflte  letter 
was  order/u  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follov 

THy  Under  Secretary  of  Com- 
ierce  for  Transportation, 
Vashington,  D.C.,  September  20,  1962. 
Hqfl.  Clifford  P.  Case, 

?.  Senate,  Washington,  D.C. 

Dear  Senator  Case:  This  letter  is  being 
written  in  the  hope  that  it  will  clear  up  an 
unfortunate  misunderstanding  over  one  of 
the  provisions  contained  in  the  Highway  Act 
of  1962. 

The  section  of  the  legislation  referred  to 
is  section  9  of  HJt.  12135,  Transportation 
Planning  in  Certain  Urban  Areas.  This  sec¬ 
tion  was  contained  in  the  legislation  pre¬ 
pared  by  the  administration  in  connection 
with  the  President’s  message  to  Congress  on 
transportation  April  5,  1962.  The  legisla¬ 
tion  was  introduced  by  Senator  McNamara 
(S.  3136)  and  by  Congressman  Buckley 
(H.R.  11199).  The  original  language  was 
amended  in  an  executive  session  of  the 
House  Public  Works  Committee  following 
public  hearings  April  17  and  18  and  May  1 
and  2.  We  feel  that  two  substantive  changes 
were  made  by  the  amendments.  One  is  the 
limitation  that  the  required  urban  plan¬ 
ning  section  would  apply  only  to  urban  areas 
of  more  than  50,000  population.  The  sec¬ 
ond  eliminated  the  possibly  that  an  urban 
area  could  qualify  under  this  section  by 
merely  adopting  a  specific  comprehensive 
plan  instead  of  establishing  a  continuous 
planning  process  which  would  give  consid¬ 
eration  to  total  transportation  needs  in  re¬ 


lation  to  continuing  comprehensive  com¬ 
munity  planning. 

These  changes  were  made  with  the  co 
currence  of  the  Commerce  Department  arfd 
the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads.  They  had/the 
support  of  several  organizations  which  testi¬ 
fied  before  the  comfmittee  including  the  Hon¬ 
orable  Ben  West,  Mayor  of  Nashvill/;  Tenn., 
who  was  spokesman  for  the  American  Muni¬ 
cipal  Association.  In  his  testimony  he  said 
in  part  (hearings  before  the  H^nse  Subcom¬ 
mittee  on  Roads,  p.  163)  : 

“That  portion  of  the  pr/£>osal  requiring 
that  a  continuing  planning  process  be  es¬ 
tablished  seems  reason^le  and  not  overly 
restrictive  and  is  supported  by  our  associa¬ 
tion.  That  portion  requiring  that  the  proj¬ 
ects  are  part  of  a  Comprehensive  develop¬ 
ment  plan  does  seem  to  be  unreasonable. 
Unreasonable  in  that  comprehensive  plan  for 
an  area  can  only  be  a  general  guide  for  de¬ 
velopment  of  tne  area.  Even  then  the  plan 
is  not  statio/but  needs  continual  revision 
as  a  part  of  the  planning  process.  We  rec¬ 
ommend  A iat  this  requirement  be  deleted 
from  th»r>ill.” 

The /change  limiting  the  application  of 
this  section  to  urban  areas  over  50,000  popu- 
laturfn  was  made  in  the  belief  that  requiring 
sijfaller  urban  areas  to  establish  a  continu- 
is  comprehensive  transportation  planning 
^process  would  be  an  undue  financial  burden. 

The  elimination  or  change  of  any  lang- 
guage  in  that  section  ofthe  original  admin¬ 
istration  bill  has  no  significance  other  than 
what  I  have  stated  here.  We  would  have 
no  reluctance  to  having  reinserted  in  the 
language  the  word  “balanced”  in  line  25, 
page  8,  of  H.R.  12135,  now  pending  in  the 
Senate.  We  also  would  have  no  objection  to 
the  reinsertion  at  the  end  of  the  section  on 
line  16,  page  9,  the  language  of  the  original 
Administration  bill  reading  "and  that  the 
Federal-aid  system  so  developed  will  be  an 
integral  part  of  a  soundly  based,  balanced 
transportation  system  for  the  area  involved.” 
It  is  our  belief,  however,  that  the  language 
in  the  presently  pending  bill  adequately  cov¬ 
ers  the  requirements  that  planning  con¬ 
sideration  must  be  given  to  all  modes  of 
transport  and  the  planning  process  must 
give  consideration  to  overall  development 
plans  of  urban  areas. 

I  hope  this  letter  and  the  assurances  con¬ 
tained  herein  adequately  answer  any  ques¬ 
tions  relating  to  the  interpretations  we  place 
on  this  particular  section  of  the  pending  leg¬ 
islation. 

We  have  been  advised  by  the  Bureau  of  the 
budget  that  there  would  be  no  objection  to 
tn^  submission  of  this  letter  from  the  stand- 
ponat  of  the  administration’s  program. 
k  Sincerely, 

Clarence  D.  Martin,  Jr. 

Mr.  OASE.  Mr.  President,  my  ques¬ 
tion  to  tne  Senator  from  Michigan  [Mr. 
McNamara\  in  charge  of  the  bill,  is,  first, 
whether  he  agrees  that  the  Senate  com¬ 
mittee  had  noSintention  other  than  that 
expressed  in  thaJetter  of  the  Under  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce,  Mr.  Martin,  and 
that  the  requirement  for  comprehensive 
planning  for  all  forn^s  of  transportation 
is  still  in  the  bill. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  President,  I 

have  before  me  a  copy  of  the  letter  to 
which  the  Senator  from  nW  Jersey  has 
referred ;  and  I  agree  with  tne  statement 
made  by  Under  Secretary  sJartin  in 
dealing  with  this  matter,  and  I\am  sure 
that  was  the  intent. 

Mr.  CASE.  Does  the  Senator Vrom 
Michigan  also  agree  that  there  has  been 
no  change  in  the  original  intent, 
though  the  language  is  changed  in  som% 
particulars? 
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Mr.  McNAMARA.  I  think  there  is  no 
necessity  for  any  change  at  all.  It  seems 
me  this  meets  the  intent  of  the  legis¬ 
lative  body. 

ntr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  after  hav¬ 
ing  previously  discussed  the  matter  with 
the  sSnator  from  Michigan,  I  wish  to 
say  thaV.  I  take  it  that  he  feels  that  no 
amendment  is  necessary  in  order  to  ac¬ 
complish  fflae  purpose  set  forth  in  the 
letter. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  CASE.  And  I  judge  that  he  would 
prefer  not  to  have  an  amendment  of¬ 
fered  to  the  bill — for  the  reasons  we  have 
discussed.  \ 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  agree  with  the 
Senator  from  New  Jersev. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  thank  this  Senator  from 
Michigan  for  his  courtesyvand  consid¬ 
eration,  and  I  compliment  Naim  on  the 
fine  work  he  has  done  in  Connection 
with  the  bill.  \ 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  I  thank  th\  Sena¬ 
tor  from  New  Jersey.  \ 

Mr.  KEATING.  Mr.  President,  I\am 
very  much  interested  in  the  points  wh\h 
have  been  raised  by  the  Senator  from. 
New  Jersey.  I  commend  him  for  his  ■ 
alertness  to  this  situation  and  for  the 
clarification  he  has  made  in  the  Record, 
by  means  of  his  colloquy  with  the  chair¬ 
man  of  the  subcommittee.  This  is  a 
matter  of  great  concern  in  metropolitan 
areas.  The  Senator  from  New  Jersey  has 
been  in  the  forefront  of  the  fight  for  con¬ 
structive  action.  Now  he  has  demon¬ 
strated  once  more  his  ability  and  alert¬ 
ness  by  bringing  this  matter  before  us 
at  this  time. 

Mr.  President,  I  seek  recognition  in  my 
own  right,  at  this  moment. 

Mr.  CASE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  yield  to  the  Senator 
from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  CASE.  I  wish  to  express  my  ap¬ 
preciation  concerning  the  very  kind  re¬ 
marks  made  by  the  Senator  about  our 
efforts  to  help  the  great  metropolitan 
areas,  in  which  the  Senator  from  New 
York  and  other  Senators  have  been  so 
outstanding  in  their  efforts,  and  to  ex¬ 
press  the  hope  that  eventually  we  wil/ 
get  somewhere  toward  the  solution  jSl 
this  most  important  problem.  / 
Mr.  KEATING.  I  thank  the  Senator. 

I  seek  the  floor  in  my  own  riant - 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  I 
have  not  given  up  the  floor.  / 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  seek  recognition  on 
the  pending  amendment.  / 

First,  I  want  to  join  tho'Senator  from 
Wyoming  in  wishing  the  Senator  from 
Michigan  the  very  best/on  his  natal  day, 
to  compliment  him  on  the  work  he  has 
done  on  the  bill,  arid  to  express  to  him 
my  gratification  fOr  that  work  so  far  as 
it  goes.  / 

I  am  disturbed  about  one  feature  of  the 
bill.  I  observe  in  the  report  and  the  text 
of  the  bill  that  funds  are  authorized  for 
additional/work,  on  a  slightly  increased 
level,  for/nighways  qualifying  for  Federal 
aid.  F*mds  are  also  authorized  for  com¬ 
pletion  of  the  Rama  Road  in  Nicaragua 
and/  the  Inter-American  Highway  in 
Central  America  and  Panama.  Further- 
more,  a  new  category  of  roads  on  public 
/lands  and  through  national  parks  is  au¬ 


thorized.  Urban  areas  are  also  included 
in  the  programs  to  use  secondary  high¬ 
way  funds. 

In  short,  there  is  something  for  just 
about  all,  whether  they  live  in  the  woods 
or  in  the  cities. 

There  is,  however,  one  conspicuous 
omission  in  the  bill,  and  that  is  a  con¬ 
tinuing  failure  to  provide  any  form  of 
recompense  for  those  States  which  pro¬ 
ceeded  with  the  construction  of  highways 
before  the  Federal  highway  program  was 
enacted. 

In  1957,  1959,  and  1961,  first  in  the 
other  body,  and  then  here,  I  introduced 
legislation  to  provide  a  measure  of  com¬ 
pensation  for  progressive  States  which 
did  not  wait  for  a  Federal  handout,  but 
proceeded  on  their  own  to  construct  a 
great  deal  of  mileage  now  designated  as 
interstate. 

In  New  York  State,  for  instance,  about 
580  miles,  principally  on  the  New  York 
State  Thruway,  were  constructed  with¬ 
out  any  Federal  funds  of  any  sort.  The 
cost  was  well  over  $1  billion. 

I  can  assure  my  colleagues  that,  had/ 
New  York  waited  until  after  1956,  whan 
the  first  highway  bill  was  enacted/ to 
Commence  construction,  the  totay*cost 
wuld  have  been  substantially  higher. 

At  the  time  the  Federal  Highway  Act 
of  1^56  was  enacted,  the  question  of 
reimbursement  for  toll  roadsyguch  as  the 
New  YoVk  State  Thruway,  tos  left  open. 
A  study  dV  the  U.S.  Department  of  Com¬ 
merce  wasVxalled  for.  A' he  Bureau  of 
Public  Roachs  reported r  to  Congress  in 
1958  that  10,8&9  milas  of  toll  roads,  in¬ 
cluding  the  Tnru^&y,  had  been  com¬ 
pleted  by  StatesNetween  1947  and  1957, 
at  a  cost  of  moro'nsan  $6  billion. 

In  this  study  which  was  required  by 
the  Federal  /lighwaysAct  of  1956,  the 
Department/of  Commerce  recommended 
in  Januarj/l959,  that  theiStates  be  reim¬ 
bursed  f/r  the  amount  of  nuleage  which 
equaled'  or  exceeded  the  design  stand¬ 
ards  0i  the  Interstate  SystemNmd  which 
had/been  built  without  FederaDaid. 

The  bill  which  my  colleague  fMr. 
Javrrs]  and  I  introduced  on  January  5, 
4961,  would  have  allowed  Federal  pay¬ 
ments  up  to  90  percent  of  the  cost  of  rhe 
interstate  highways  constructed  before 
1956,  these  funds  to  be  used  for  the  con¬ 
struction  of  substitute  mileage  to  be 
added  to  the  system  in  addition  to  high¬ 
ways  already  designated  as  interstate 
routes. 

In  my  judgment,  this  is  a  fair  and 
equitable  way  to  reimburse  States  that 
took  the  initiative,  and  at  the  same  time 
to  provide  additional,  better  highways 
for  all  our  American  people,  in  accord¬ 
ance  with  the  concept  of  the  Federal 
Highway  Act. 

A  number  of  different  formulas  have 
been  proposed  by  various  Members  of 
Congress.  The  advantage  of  the  legis¬ 
lation  which  my  colleague  and  I  have 
proposed  is  that  the  additional  funds 
would  be  restricted  to  providing  addi¬ 
tional  highways,  but  I  am  certainly  not 
wedded  to  this  approach  and  would  wel¬ 
come  any  form  of  recompense  or  reim¬ 
bursement  which  would  be  fair  to  the 
many  States,  large  and  small,  which  did 
not  wait  for  a  push  from  the  Federal 
Government  before  undertaking  their 


rightful  responsibilities  in  the  area  _0t 
highway  construction.  / 

Particularly  in  view  of  the  funds/pro¬ 
vided  for  roads  through  Central  America 
and  through  forest  reserves,  it  seems  to 
me  that  further  attention  mus/  be  given 
to  the  need  for  additional  highways  in 
the  populated  areas  of  the  United  States. 

To  illustrate,  in  New  York  State,  for 
instance,  there  is  a  chronic  need  for  ad¬ 
ditional  work  on  sections  of  what  is 
known  as  Route  17,  the  Southern  Tier 
Expressway,  badly ,  •‘needed  to  serve  an 
important  area  ojf  New  York  State,  in¬ 
habited  by  almost  1  million  people,  in 
7  counties  and  1\  cities. 

As  we  all  k/ow,  New  York  State  is  the 
most  populous  State  in  the  Union.  Cali¬ 
fornia  is  approaching  our  population  and 
may  caton  up  before  the  year  is  out,  but 
New  York  is  still  the  most  populous  State 
and  the  second  largest  contributor  of 
Federal  highway  user  taxes.  Yet  con¬ 
tiguous  efforts  by  the  State  of  New  York 
to  obtain  a  portion  of  the  remaining  un¬ 
allocated  portion  of  the  interstate  mile¬ 
age  for  the  Binghamton  to  Lake  Erie 
portion  of  the  Southern  Tier  Expressway 
have  been  turned  down.  Instead,  new 
mileage  has  been  allocated  for  a  new  in¬ 
terstate  highway  between  Washington, 
Pennsylvania,  and  Charleston,  W.  Va.,  an 
area  which  I  would  venture  to  guess  does 
not  have  half  the  population  or  traffic 
as  the  Southern  Tier  area  to  which  I 
have  referred. 

Because  of  this  continuing  injustice 
and  because  of  the  ample  provision  in 
this  legislation  for  highways  in  unin¬ 
habited  national  forests,  I  would  like  to 
inquire  of  the  distinguished  Senator  from 
Michigan,  who  is  handling  the  bill,  what 
action  it  may  be  fair  to  expect  may  be 
taken  by  the  committee  with  regard  to 
arriving  at  some  equitable  formula  for 
the  recompense  of  States  which  did  not 
wait  for  Federal  aid  in  undertaking  high¬ 
way  construction,  in  accordance  with  the 
recommendation  made  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce  as  a  result  of  the 
study  which  was  heretofore  authorized. 

There  are  26  States  with  toll  roads, 
and  I  believe  a  total  of  47,  all  together, 
which  would  qualify  for  reimbursement 
under  the  bill  which  my  colleague  and  I 
have  introduced. 

S.  While  I  support  the  bill  and  intend  to 
v^te  for  it,  I  would  like  to  have  some 
asNjrance  or  some  indication  from  the 
distinguished  chairman  of  the  subcom¬ 
mittee's  to  whether  this  subject  can  or 
will  be considered  next  year. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  In  reply  to  the  dis- 
tinguishecNSenator’s  question,  I  presume 
he  is  familiar  with  the  Federal  Highway 
Act  of  1956,  an  page  11,  at  the  bottom 
of  the  page,  secWm  114. 

Mr.  KEATINcK  Is  the  Senator  refer¬ 
ring  to  the  originarcict? 

Mr.  McNAMARA\  To  the  1956  act. 
Does  the  Senator  hav^t  copy? 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  doniot  have  a  copy 
of  the  act.  \ 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  I  riser  to  section 
114,  on  page  11,  “Determination  of  Pol¬ 
icy  With  Respect  to  Reimbursement  of 
Certain  Highways.”  \ 

Perhaps  the  Senator  remembN^  that 
this  was  a  part  of  the  act.  Ther^  was 
authorized  a  study  by  the  Secretary  of 
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’Commerce,  in  cooperation  with  the  State 


highway  departments  and  other  agen¬ 
cies,  to  determine  which  highways  in  the 
inter-state  system  measured  up  to  the 
standards  required  by  the  title.  All  re¬ 
lated  cdets  and  other  factors  were  to  be 
considered. 

It  was  determined  at  that  time  that 
the  highwayStrust  fund  could  not  stand 
the  burden  ofvriiis  additional  cost  of  re¬ 
imbursement.  Many  States  are  involved 
in  these  toll  roads,  as  the  Senator 
has  said.  It  was  climated  that  the  cost 
would  be  more  thari\$6  billion.  It  was 
simply  not  possible  Mo  provide  that 
amount  of  money  from  the  highway 
trust  fund  without  additional  highway 
users  tax. 

The  suggestion  was  mad<\  and  there 
was  some  discussion  at  the  tirne  the  re¬ 
port  was  made,  that  consideration  should 
be  given  to  this  problem  along  \oward 
the  end  of  the  interstate  program,  rather 
than  in  the  middle  of  the  program,  wtjen 
obviously  there  would  be  involved  a  dr: 
on  the  trust  fund  which  could  not  bl 
tolerated.  That  drain  would  put  the  sys¬ 
tem  completely  off  schedule  and  delay 
its  completion. 

Mr.  KEATING.  The  Bureau  of  Pub¬ 
lic  Roads  did  make  a  report  as  required 
under  the  bill,  and  there  was  set  forth 
the  number  of  miles  of  toll  roads  which 
had  been  completed  during  the  preced¬ 
ing  10-year  period,  as  the  Senator  has 
said.  The  cost  was  more  than  $6  bil¬ 
lion.  I  question  whether  the  Federal 
participation  would  amount  to  such  a 
great  sum,  but  it  would  be  a  substantial 
sum.  That  fact  is  admitted. 

What  is  the  time  envisioned  for  the 
completion  of  the  existing  program? 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  If  the  Senator  is 
talking  about  the  Interstate  System, 
1972  was  the  original  target  date.  It 
now  appears  more  likely  that  it  will  be 
completed  about  1975. 

Mr.  KEATING.  While  I  expect  to  be 
in  the  Senate  in  1972,  many  things  could 
happen  between  now  and  that  time.  If 
I  could,  I  should  like  to  have  some  as¬ 
surance  from  my  friend  from  Michigan 
concerning  further  consideration  of  the 
matter  before  1972.  Some  States  acted 
on  their  own  in  the  10-year  interval  be¬ 
fore  the  act  was  passed.  The  longer  we 
fail  to  act  on  the  problem  of  whethe 
those  States  will  be  reimbursed,  /ne 
less  likely  it  is  that  there  will  be  action 
in  that  regard.  And  of  course  th§Kmore 
expensive  any  new  efforts  will  be 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  The  real/fcroblem, 
as  the  Senator  perhaps  realises,  is  that 
the  trust  fund  simply  does  not  have  that 
much  money  available.  /There  is  no 
prospect  for  getting  it. 

I  am  concerned  abortit  the  problem, 
also.  There  is  a  highway  in  my  State 
which  has  been  taken  over  as  part  of  our 
Interstate  Systenq/  The  cost  was  $101 
million.  That  c/st  is  being  paid  off  by 
tolls,  also.  W /understand  the  problem, 
because  we  are  involved  in  it.  Michi¬ 
gan  is  a  pa/t  of  the  overall  picture  the' 
Senator  mentions. 

W e  ha/e  found  there  is  no  answer  un¬ 
der  thy  present  plan.  It  cannot  be  fi¬ 
nanced  out  of  the  trust  fund  at  the  pres¬ 
ent  lame. 


Mr.  KEATING.  Is  there  any  plan  for 
adjusting  the  terms  or  changing  the 
terms  of  the  trust  fund  provisions,  so 
that  such  a  result  could  be  achieved,  or 
achieved  in  part? 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Of  course,  the  bill 
before  the  Senate  now  deals  primarily 
with  highways  other  than  the  Interstate 
System.  It  refers  to  the  A-B-C  roads 
primarily. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Those  A-B-C  roads, 
of  course,  are  a  part  of  the  federally  as¬ 
sisted  highway  program,  even  though 
not  technically  part  of  the  interstate 
highway  authorization.  Is  there  inter¬ 
state  highway  assistance  as  such  in  the 
bill? 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  No.  There  is  no 
authorization  for  the  Interstate  System 
in  this  legislation. 

Mr.  KEATING.  Not  in  this  particular 
bill? 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  No.  That  will  be 
considered  again  next  year  or  1964. 

Legislation  on  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  will  be  considered  in  the  next  year 
vor  so.  That  would  be  a  more  logical  time 
raise  the  question. 

Ir.  KEATING.  I  hope  at  that  time 
the'NSenator  who  handles  the  legislation, 
wholes  an  interest  because  of  the  inter¬ 
est  of  ins  own  State,  as  the  Senator  has 
pointed \ut,  will  give  serious  and  earnest 
consideration  to  the  problem  faced  by 
New  York,  s^id  by  Michigan,  ajra  several 
other  States. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  We  /re  certainly 
much  concerned^  as  are  other  Senators, 
about  the  problem^  It  \/fl  be  given  con¬ 
sideration. 

Actually,  the  bill  bVore  the  Senate  in¬ 
volves  the  ABC  sysyme  primarily.  The 
closest  we  come  /o  getting  under  the 
1956  act  is  on  the  subsidizing  the  mov¬ 
ing  of  tenanted  and  one  or  two  other 
items.  I  knew  the  Senator  is  interested 
in  that,  beoause  I  think  originally  the 
request  was  made  by  his  colleague. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  am,  indeed. 

Mr.  President,  I  appreciate  the  Assur¬ 
ance. ygiven  me  by  my  colleague  rtom 
Michigan.  My  colleague  from  New  Yen 
is  Seeking  recognition,  but  before  I  yiel? 

le  floor,  on  a  matter  which  has  been 
bleared,  I  should  like  to  make  a  request. 


Mr.  KEATING.  Mi-.  President,  I  ask 
the  Presiding  Officer  to  lay  before  the 
Senate  the  message  from  the  House  of 
Representatives  on  the  bill,  H.R.  12907. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER  laid  be¬ 
fore  the  Senate  a  message  from  the 
House  of  Representatives  announcing  its 
disagreement  to  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  12907)  for  the 
relief  of  Dr.  Mehmet  Vecihi  Kalaycioglu, 
and  requesting  a  conference  with  the 
Senate  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  thereon. 

Mr.  KEATING.  I  move  that  the  Sen¬ 
ate  insist  upon  its  amendment  and  agree 
to  the  request  of  the  House  for  a  con¬ 
ference,  and  that  the  Presiding  Officer 
appoint  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  appointed  Mr.  East- 


land,  Mr.  Ervin,  Mr.  Dirksen,  and  M 
Keating  conferees  on  the  part  of  th  / 
Senate.  1 
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The  Senate  resumed  the  consideration 
of  the  bill  (H.R.  12135)  to  authorize  ap¬ 
propriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and 
1965  for  the  construction  of  certain  high¬ 
ways  in  accordance  with  title  23  of  the 
United  States  Code  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses. 

Mr.  JAVTTS.  Mr.  President,  I  shall 
be  very  brief.  I  wish  to  make  two  points 
on  the  bill. 

First,  I  support  wholeheartedly  and 
fully  the  position  of  my  colleague  from 
New  York.  As  a  principal  sponsor  of 
the  bill  seeking  to  correct  the  injustice  to 
New  York  with  regard  to  the  through - 
way  which  New  York  has  built,  a  mag¬ 
nificent  highway  which  facilitates  the 
whole  Interstate  Highway  System  in  an 
unparalleled  way,  I  wish  to  say  that  New 
York  certainly  ought  to  be  given  recog¬ 
nition  for  that  at  least  in  additional  road 
mileage.  It  is  only  fair  to  encourage 
States  which  have  satisfied  a  responsi¬ 
bility  to  the  Nation  as  well  as  to  them¬ 
selves,  and  have  fulfilled  their  obliga¬ 
tions. 

If  the  people  of  New  York  return  me 
to  the  Senate,  I  shall  consider  it  a  privi¬ 
lege  to  work  very  hard  toward  that  end 
when  the  Interstate  Highway  program 
is  considered,  as  the  Senator  from  Mich¬ 
igan  [Mr.  McNamara]  has  said  it  will  be, 
next  year. 

So  I  join  fully  with  my  colleague  in 
that  effort,  and  I  support  him  entirely. 
I  shall  work  hard  to  get  for  our  State 
this  measure  of  justice  which  it  deserves, 
along  with  many  other  States,  including 
Michigan. 

Second,  Mr.  President,  I  testified  be¬ 
fore  the  committee  as  to  the  need  for 
providing  relocation  assistance  for  fami¬ 
lies  and  small  businesses  which  would  be 
displaced  by  the  highway  program.  I 
am  delighted  that  this  has  now  finally 
been  recognized  in  both  the  House  bill 
and  the  Senate  bill.  On  pages  5  and  6 
of  the  Senate  bill  a  provision  is  made 
for  this  purpose. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  in 
charge  of  the  bill  a  question  in  that 
regard.  I  note  that  the  limitations 
which  are  to  be  provided  for  moving  ex¬ 
penses  for  families  and  for  moving  ex¬ 
penses  for  small  businesses,  on  page  6  of 
the  bill,  fines  1  to  3  inclusive,  are  the 
limits  which  are  the  old  limits  of  the  1961 
Housing  Act. 

I  succeeded,  in  the  Banking  and  Cur¬ 
rency  Committee,  in  having  those  limits 
raised  to  a  small  extent  for  families 
and  to  a  substantial  extent  for  small 
businesses,  by  having  the  $3,000  limita¬ 
tion  removed  and  by  making  provision 
for  all  moving  expenses. 

There  is  great  interest  in  this  subject 
on  the  part  of  small  business.  We  should 
do  partial  justice,  since  these  businesses 
cannot  get  anything  as  a  result  of  loss 
of  profits.  The  Senator  knows  what 
that  means.  He,  too,  is  a  common  man, 
as  it  were,  in  terms  of  direct  experience. 
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At  least  we  should  give  to  them  every¬ 
thing  we  can  in  connection  with  the 
physical  problem  of  moving  fixtures,  the 
destruction  of  fixtures,  and  so  on. 

Will  the  Senator  give  me  his  rationale 
on  that  problem? 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  The  committee 
held  a  lengthy  discussion  on  this  prob¬ 
lem.  It  was  mostly  along  the  line  of 
trying  to  justify  a  payment  from  the 
trust  fund.  We  did  not  consider  any 
higher  limitation,  because  what  we  were 
trying  to  do  in  the  committee  was  to  re¬ 
tain  the  figures  which  were  in  the  bill. 

There  was  a  great  deal  of  discussion 
and  considerable  opposition  to  reaching 
into  the  highway  trust  fund  for  payment 
of  that  kind  of  compensation.  I  say  to 
the  Senator  frankly  that  we  did  not  con¬ 
sider  any  higher  figure. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  Would  it  be  fair,  then, 
to  say  that  a  beginning  has  been  made? 
For  this  I  am  grateful.  The  people  con¬ 
cerned  will  be  pleased  that  it  is  actually 
happening.  I  am  sure  the  Senator 
would  agree  with  me  that  if  it  were 
found,  as  we  did  in  the  housing  pro¬ 
gram,  that  the  limits  work  out  unjustly, 
at  least  we  can  get  an  audience  and  a 
hearing  if  we  seek  to  improve  the  limits. 

Mr.  McNAMARA,  I  am  sure  that  can 
be  done.  It  is  a  question  of  how  much 
would  be  expended  on  a  program  of  this 
type.  We  received  estimates  of  cost 
varying  from  $75  million  to  $200  million. 
When  we  get  some  experience  in  the 
actual  handling  of  cases  under  that  sec¬ 
tion  of  the  bill,  a  more  realistic  cost  esti¬ 
mate  will  be  available  and  can  be  fol¬ 
lowed  up  later,  as  the  Senator  sug¬ 
gested. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
My  aim  would  be  to  make  the  assistance 
for  relocation  under  the  bill  consistent 
with  the  relocation  provisions  under  the 
Housing  Act  for  the  removal  of  families 
and  small  businesses.  Such  people  can¬ 
not  see  any  reason  why  they  should  be 
treated  differently  when  roads  are  in¬ 
volved  than  when  housing  is  involved. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  The  Senator  will 
notice  in  the  hearings,  beginning  on  page 
54,  the  testimony  of  Mr.  Whitton,  the 
Highway  Administrator,  in  which  he  said 
at  the  bottom  of  page  55 : 

The  Housing  and  Home  Finance  Agency 
has  advised  us  that  under  the  urban  renewal 
program  an  average  relocation  payment  of 
about  $65  is  paid  to  families  and  about  $1,150 
to  businesses. 

We  have  gone  quite  a  bit  further  in 
the  payment  ceiling  provisions  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  JAVITS.  I  point  out  to  the  Sen¬ 
ator  the  magic  of  that  little  word  “aver¬ 
age.”  What  we  were  doing  in  the  hous¬ 
ing  program  was  to  take  care  of  those 
unfortunates  for  whom  the  average 
would  have  been  a  gross  injustice.  I  ap¬ 
preciate  the  Senator’s  remarks.  We  will 
proceed  accordingly.  I  am  delighted 
that  perhaps  my  testimony  had  some 
little  effect  in  getting  that  appropriation 
in  the  bill. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  I  am  sure  it  did. 
I  thank  the  Senator. 
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GUARANTEED  AIRCRAFT  PUR¬ 
CHASE  LOANS— CONFERENCE  RE¬ 
PORT 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
submit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendment  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  10129)  to  amend 
the  act  of  September  7,  1957,  relating 
to  aircraft  loan  guarantees.  I  ask  unan¬ 
imous  consent  for  the  present  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  report. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The 
report  will  be  read  for  the  information 
of  the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 
(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  today.) 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is 
there  objection  to  the  present  considera¬ 
tion  of  the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceeded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  MONRONEY.  Mr.  President,  I 
would  like  to  make  a  brief  explanation 
of  the  provisions  agreed  upon  by  thj 
committee  of  conference. 

H.R.  10129  would  amend  the  ac/ of 
eptember  7,  1957  (71  Stat.  629)  tetro¬ 
de  for  Government  guaranty  /i  pri¬ 
vate  loans  to  certain  air  earners  for 
pur^iase  of  modern  aircraft  ynd  equip¬ 
ment^)  foster  the  development  and  use 
of  modern  transport  airc/ift  by  such 
carriersjsand  for  other  jtfurposes.  The 
essential  p?ro  visions  of  the  bill  as  it  passed 
the  House  extended  f^r  5  years  the  au¬ 
thority  of  tns  CiviDTIeronautics  Board 
under  the  act  olkSeBaember  7,  1957,  which 
act  expired  September  7  of  this  year,  to 
guarantee  aircr^lW>urchase  loans.  The 
amount  of  loams  which  could  be  guar¬ 
anteed  witlyfespect  Bo  any  eligible  car¬ 
rier  was  decreased  frNm  $5  million  to 
$10  million.  AdditionallVthe  Civil  Aero- 
nautics/ESoard  was  required  to  make 
availajfle  to  the  Comptroller  General 
suclVunformation  with  respect  to  the 
loyf  guarantee  program  undeh  the  act 
he  may  require  to  carry  out  hie  duties 
nder  the  Budget  and  AccountingS^ct  of 
1921. 

The  Senate  amended  the  House  T^ll 
with  an  amendment  in  the  nature  of 
substitute.  It  retained  provisions  with' 
respect  to  extending  the  program  an  ad¬ 
ditional  5  years  and  increasing  the 
amounts  available  to  any  single  carrier 
from  $5  million  to  $10  million.  The 
Senate  proposed  two  significant  changes 
in  existing  law,  viz.,  to  make  a  new  class 
of  carriers,  that  is,  the  all-cargo  carriers, 
eligible  for  loans  under  the  program  in 
amounts  not  exceeding  $15  million  per 
carrier.  Eligibility  of  these  carriers  was 
subject  to  the  following  conditions:  The 
proceeds  of  the  loan  must  be  used  for  the 
purchase  of  turbine-powered  aircraft 
land  such  aircraft  must  be  of  U.S.  manu¬ 
facture;  the  Defense  Department  must 
certify  that  the  aircraft  so  purchased  is 
suitable  for  use  by  the  Military  Estab¬ 
lishment  to  meet  national  defense  needs 
in  times  of  emergency;  and  the  aircraft 


must  be  used  “predominantly”  for 
carriage  of  property. 

The  second  change  proposed  to  trans¬ 
fer  the  responsibility  of  administering 
the  loan  guarantee  program  from  the 
Civil  Aeronautics  Board  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce  with  /appropriate 
language  providing  for  orderly  transi¬ 
tion.  The  substitute  agreed  to  in  con¬ 
ference  follows  the  provisions  of  tlie 
Senate  amendment  transferring  from' 
the  Civil  Aeronautic/ Board  to  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  Commerce  the  responsibility 
for  the  administration  of  the  loan  guar¬ 
antee  prograny  together  with  appro¬ 
priate  transitional  provisions  preserving 
existing  agreements,  regulations,  and 
proceeding^  and  appropriate  provisions 
transferring  property  and  personnel 
utilizechm  such  program. 

Aside  from  the  transfer  of  adminis¬ 
trate^  responsibility,  the  conference 
substitute  follows  the  provisions  of  the 
5use  bill  extending  the  loan  guarantee 
Cuthority  for  5  years  from  September  7, 
'1962;  increasing  from  $5  million  to  $10 
million  the  ceiling  on  loans  to  any  one 
carrier  which  may  be  guaranteed  and 
outstanding;  restricting  the  class  of 
carriers  eligible  for  loan  guarantees  to 
those  originally  included  in  existing 
law;  and  requiring  that  information 
with  respect  to  the  loan  guarantee  pro¬ 
gram  be  made  available  to  the  Comp¬ 
troller  General. 

Mr.  President,  I  am  very  pleased  that 
the  committee  of  conference  adopted  the 
Senate  provisions,  with  minor  technical 
changes,  with  respect  to  the  transfer  of 
the  loan  guarantee  program  from  the 
Civil  Aeronautics  Board  to  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Commerce.  This  transfer  will 
result  in  the  implementation  of  an  im¬ 
portant  recommendation  of  the  Presi¬ 
dent  as  set  forth  in  his  April  5,  1962 
transportation  message  to  the  Congress. 

I  am,  however,  extremely  disappointed 
that  the  House  conferees  were  unable 
to  accept  the  Senate  provisions  to  make 
all-cargo  carriers  eligible  for  loan  guar¬ 
antees.  I  am  thoroughly  convinced 
that  adoption  of  these  provisions  would 
have  materially  strengthened  and  ren¬ 
dered  more  efficient  our  air  transporta¬ 
tion  system.  There  are  many  persua¬ 
sive  and  cogent  reasons  for  including 
these  carriers.  However,  there  is  no 
rint  in  reiterating  them  at  this  time, 
siirce  they  have  been  set  forth  in  great 
detail  in  the  report  submitted  by  the 
Senate  Committee  on  Commerce,  No. 
1924.  ivalso  discussed,  at  considerable 
length,  hi  remarks  on  the  Senate  floor 
on  September  12,  the  desirability  of  in¬ 
cluding  these  carriers.  With  respect  to 
the  position  Baken  by  the  House,  how¬ 
ever,  I  do  wismto  point  out  that  at  the 
time  the  House\nterstate  and  Foreign 
Commerce  Committee  held  hearings  on 
H.R.  10129  there  was  no  formal  amend¬ 
ment  to  provide  for  She  inclusion  of  the 
all-cargo  earners.  Consequently,  the 
committee  received  onW,  very  limited 
testimony  on  the  subject^  Apparently, 
the  House  conferees  were\>f  the  view 
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ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  may  yield 
to  the  Senator  from  Iowa  without  losing 
my  right  to  the  floor. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  Is  there 
objection?  The  Chair  hears  none,  and  it 
is  so  ordered. 

Mr.  MILLER.  Mr.  President,  during 
the  deliberations  on  the  bill  in  the  com¬ 
mittee  a  question  arose  over  section  8 
of  the  bill,  which  appears  on  page  8, 
and  more  particularly  the  language  in 
the  bill  which  appears  on  line  14, 
namely,  “pass  through  the  urban  area.” 
•One  could  read  that  language  literally 
and  conclude  that  it  means  going  com¬ 
pletely  through  an  urban  area  from  one 
end  of  the  urban  area  to  the  other,  or 
one  could  take  a  more  realistic  or  prac¬ 
tical  view  of  it  and  ascertain  that  the 
intention  was  that  if  it  passed  through 
a  substantial  portion  of  the  urban  area, 
the  law  would  be  satisfied. 

More  particularly,  the  problem  arose 
in  connection  with  terminal  markets. 
In  some  of  our  urban  areas,  terminal 
markets  are  located  in  the  urban  area, 
but  because  of  the  configuration  of  the 
urban  area  it  would  be  either  imprac¬ 
ticable  or  impossible  to  extend  a  high¬ 
way  completely  through  the  urban  area. 
On  the  other  hand,  it  would  be  not  only 
practicable,  but  desirable,  to  extend  it 
through  so  much  of  the  urban  area  as 
would  lead  it  to  the  terminal  market. 

I  should  like  to  ask  the  Senator  from 
Michigan,  for  the  purpose  of  making 
legislative  history  on  the  bill,  whether 
this  reasonable  interpretation — not  the 
strict  or  literal  interpretation — of  going 
through  a  substantial  portion  of  an 
urban  area,  rather  than  completely 


nation  of  a  section  of  the  highway  on 
the  secondary  system.  Unless  they  did 
it,  the  interpretation  would  be  meaning¬ 
less.  After  they  make  the  request,  and 
after  the  request  had  been  approved  by 
the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  they  would 
have  enough  room  under  the  language  of 
the  act  to  grant  the  request,  as  indicated 
by  the  Senator  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  thank  the  Senator  for 
his  comment.  I  am  confident  that  the 
Bureau  of  Public  Roads  will  take  a  broad 
view  of  it,  not  a  narrow  view,  because 
the  representatives  of  the  Bureau  of 
Public  Roads  were  present  during  the 
deliberations  of  the  committee  on  the 
pending  bill. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  MILLER.  I  believe  that  is  the 
reasonable  interpretation  that  will  be 
made;  I  believe  they  will  take  a  liberal 
view,  and  not  a  strict  view,  in  inter¬ 
preting  the  language. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  After  a  request 
comes  from  the  local  highway  commis¬ 
sion,  that  is  correct.  I  thank  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Iowa. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFIVER.  The  bill 
is  open  to  further  amendment.  If  there 
be  no  further  amendment  to  be  pro¬ 
posed,  the  question  is  on  the  engross¬ 
ment  of  the  amendments  and  third 
reading  of  the  bill. 

The  amendments  were  ordered  to  be 
engrossed,  and  the  bill  to  be  read  a  third 
time. 

The  bill  was  read  the  third  time. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  Mr.  President,  it  is 
my  personal  privilege  before  discussing 
the  importance  of  what  we  accomplish 
here  today,  in  extending  and  improving 


as  the  A-B-C  system — we  are  making 
provision  for  the  continuation  of  a  long- 
range  program  to  improve,  to  adequate 
standards,  a  network  of  roads  which 
extends  into  every  county  of  the  United 
States  and  which  is  of  direct  benefit 
to  every  citizen. 

We  are,  truly,  a  nation  on  wheels. 
We  operate  approximately  two  vehicles 
for  every  three  citizens  of  driving  age. 
We  rise  the  automobile  for  pleasure  and 
for  business.  The  highways  place  the 
farmer  within  convenient  reach  of  his 
marketplace  and  his  children  within 
reach  of  the  modern  school.  Every  facet 
of  everyday  life  is  touched  and  affected 
by  highway  transportation. 

The  1956  act  provided  a  far-reaching 
program  for  the  construction  of  the 
41,000  miles  of  National  System  of  In¬ 
terstate  and  Defense  Highways  which 
will  become,  on  completion,  the  back¬ 
bone  system  of  our  national  highway 
network.  It  has  been  pointed  out,  fre¬ 
quently,  that  the  Interstate  System  will 
comprise  only  about  1.2  percent  of  our 
total  highway  mileage,  but  will  carry 
more  than  20  percent  of  all  of  our  high¬ 
way  traffic. 

A  qualifying  phrase  should  be  added 
to  that  statement.  The  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  will  fulfill  its  planned  function  pro¬ 
vided  that  the  feeder  and  connector 
roads — the  A-B-C  highways — are  ade¬ 
quate  to  supplement  the  Interstate  Sys¬ 
tem  and  thus  complete  a  fully  integrated 
national  system  of  highways. 

I  have  likened  the  Interstate  System  to 
a  backbone;  perhaps  a  more  apt  simile 
would  compare  the  Interstate  System  to 
the  arteries,  and  the  A-B-C  roads  to  the 
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smaller  blood  vessels.  We  are  speaking, 
in  fact,  of  a  circulatory  system  for  traffic, 
and  the  vital  virtue  of  highway  trans¬ 
portation  is  the  unrivaled  degree  of 
flexibility  it  affords.  Even  a  coast-to- 
coast  trip  on  arterial  highways  is  not 
complete  until  the  driver  traverses  a  side 
street  or  secondary  road  leading  directly 
to  the  lane  or  private  driveway  that 
represents  his  ultimate  destination. 

A  wholesome  transportation  system  is 
a  key  factor  in  economic  expansion.  We 
must  not  fail  to  meet  the  challenge.  As 
our  population  increases,  as  new  echelons 
of  high  school  and  college  graduates  enter 
the  labor  market,  there  must  be  new  job 
openings  for  them — job  opportunities  de¬ 
veloped  through  the  continual  process  of 
economic  growth.  Highway  develop¬ 
ment,  of  course,  is  only  one  of  the  factors 
to  be  considered,  but  it  is  an  extremely 
significant  one.  Many  of  our  new  in¬ 
dustrial  plants  are  highway  oriented,  de¬ 
pending  on  the  roads  for  access  to  raw 
materials,  labor  and  markets. 

Inadequate  roads  impair  the  efficiency 
of  the  transportation  system  through  loss 
of  time  in  transit,  increased  operating 
costs,  and  increased  hazards. 

Highway  hazards  concern  all  of  us. 
Accident  rates  have  declined  steadily. 
For  instance,  the  death  rate  last  year  was 
less  than  half  what  is  was  in  1945 — 5.2 
deaths  per  100  million  vehicle  miles  in 
1961,  as  compared  with  11.3  in  1945.  But 
traffic  more  than  doubled  during  the 
period,  so  the  number  of  deaths  did  not 
decline. 

So,  while  we  are  encouraged  by  the 
progress  that  has  been  made  in  highway 
safety,  we  are  concerned  with  the  need 
for  further  improvement.  The  Inter¬ 
state  System  will  do  much  to  improve 
the  highway  safety  record — in  terms  of 
fatal  accidents,  urban  freeways  are  about 
twice  as  safe  as  city  streets,  and  rural 
freeways  about  2*4  times  as  safe  as  other 
rural  roads.  At  least  5,000  lives  a  year 
will  be  saved  by  transferring  traffic  to  the 
safer  Interstate  highways:  And  other 
thousands  of  lives  can  be  saved  by  the 
program  of  rebuilding  and  modernizing 
the  ABC  highways. 

In  truth,  the  highway  program  is  a 
national  investment  of  prime  impor¬ 
tance.  It  has  been  my  privilege  to  be 
closely  associated  with  the  highway  ef¬ 
fort  over  a  long  period  of  years — as  a 
former  member  of  the  House  of  Repre¬ 
sentatives  Committee  on  Roads,  as  a  past 
treasurer  of  the  American  Road  Builders’ 
Association,  and,  now,  as  a  member  of 
the  Senate  Subcommittee  on  Public 
Roads.  I  have,  during  a  span  of  almost 
30  years  of  direct  work  in  this  field,  been 
impressed  with  the  manner  in  which  the 
program  is  being  executed,  by  men  of 
proven  talent  and  personal  integrity,  in 
the  Bureau  of  Public  Roads,  in  the  State 
highway  departments,  and  generally  in 
the  highway  industry. 

In  the  past  6  years,  we  have  accom¬ 
plished  about  one-third  of  the  labor  of 
completing  the  Interstate  System,  and,  it 
is  interesting  to  note  that  the  construc¬ 
tion  is  being  accomplished  at  prices 
within  the  cost  estimates,  in  spite  of  the 
recognized  trend  toward  higher  prices. 
During  the  first  half  of  1962,  for  ex¬ 
ample,  contractors’  low  bids  totaled 


$714.8  million  on  Interstate  works  which 
the  State  engineers  had  estimated  would 
cost  $774.1  million — a  saving  to  the  tax¬ 
payers  of  $70  million  in  6  months  on  the- 
Interstate  System. 

There  are  two  cogent  reasons  for  the 
savings — first,  the  rapid  development 
and  acceptance  of  improved  equipment, 
materials  and  construction  methods; 
and,  second,  keen  competition  among 
contractors — 5.8  bidders  per  contract  in 
1962  as  compared  with  3.9  in  1946  and 
5.0  10  years  ago. 

We  have  made  significant  strides  in 
bringing  our  highways  to  adequate 
standards.  We  anticipate  even  more  ef¬ 
fective  progress  in  the  years  ahead.  In 
our  State  of  West  Virginia  we  are  in¬ 
creasingly  challenged  by  the  immediate 
and  long-range  needs  to  extend  and 
expand  and  improve  our  highways.  The 
program  now  underway  needs  to  be  im¬ 
plemented  for  the  business  and  indus¬ 
trial  and  tourist  appeal  in  our  mountain 
and  valley  land — a  land  in  degree  over¬ 
looked  but  now  moving  determinedly  into 
a  position  of  strength  among  the  States. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator  from  West  Virginia, 
and  especially  for  his  kind  personal  re¬ 
marks.  His  knowledge  of  the  highway 
system  and  its  problems  have  been 
spelled  out  in  his  statement.  His  long 
experience  in  the  House  in  matters  con¬ 
cerning  public  works  makes  him  a  most 
valuable  member  of  our  committee,  and 
particularly  of  our  subcommittee.  I 
deeply  appreciate  his  help  and  coopera¬ 
tion. 

Mr.  RANDOLPH.  I  thank  the  Senator 
from  Michigan. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  from  Michigan  yield? 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  I  yield. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  First  I  digress  to  join 
with  other  Senators  in  wishing  the  Sen¬ 
ator  from  Michigan  a  happy  birthday. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  I  thank  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Nebraska. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Can  the  Senator  tell 
us  how  the  amount  provided  in' the  bill 
coincides  with  the  amount  in  the  trust 
fund?  Does  it  go  over  or  under  the 
anticipated  receipts  of  the  trust  fund? 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  The  receipts  of  the 
trust  funds  are  definitely  divided  into 
periods  which  would  make  them  measur¬ 
able;  but  as  of  June  30,  1962,  there  was 
a  balance  in  the  trust  fund  of  $470,251,- 
000.  So  we  are  not  running  behind  in 
the  trust  fund,  but  a  little  bit  ahead. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Is  it  anticipated  that 
that  part  of  the  road  program  which  is 
referred  to  as  the  Interstate  System,  and 
paid  for  from  the  trust  fund,  will  stay 
within  the  trust  fund  figures? 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  The  A,  B,  C,  as  well 
as  the  Interstate  obtain  their  funds  from 
the  trust  funds.  The  difference  is  in 
the  matching.  The  A,  B,  C,  systems  get 
first  call  on  the  revenues  in  the  high¬ 
way  trust  fund. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Is  a  deficit  anticipated 
in  the  trust  fund? 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  There  is  no  indica¬ 
tion  at  this  time  that  there  will  be  a  defi¬ 
cit  in  the  foreseeable  future. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Is  it  contemplated  that 
an  increase  in  the  tax  will  be  necessary 
to  maintain  funds  in  the  trust  fund? 


Mr.  McNAMARA.  Not  as  I  see  the  sit¬ 
uation  at  the  present  time. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  How  does  the  amount 
provided  by  this  measure  compare  with 
the  total  authorization  in  the  House 
bill? 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  We  have  cut  $25 
million  from  the  $975  million  for  fiscal 
year  1965,  which  was  requested  by  the 
administration,  but  we  have  added  $28 
million  for  roads  on  Federal  lands,  and 
$33  million  for  the  Inter- American  High¬ 
way  and  the  Rama  Road. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  It  is  substantially  the 
same  amount,  but  a  little  higher. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  A  little  higher. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Is  the  amount  substan¬ 
tially  in  accord  with  the  budget  esti¬ 
mates? 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Yes,  except  for  the 
$25  million.  The  House  provided  $25 
million  above  the  budget  estimates,  and 
the  Senate  cut  that  amount  back. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  Were  the  increases 
provided  by  the  Senate  approved  by  the 
budget? 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Yes. 

Mr.  CURTIS.  I  thank  the  Senator. 
The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  The  bill 
having  been  read  the  third  time,  the 
question  is,  Shall  it  pass? 

The  bill  (H.R.  12315)  was  passed. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  I 
move  that  the  Senate  insist  on  its 
amendments,  request  a  conference  with 
the  House  thereon,  and  that  the  Chair 
appoint  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  and  the 
Presiding  Officer  (Mr.  Smith  of  Massa¬ 
chusetts  in  the  chair)  appointed  Mr. 
Kerr,  Mr.  McNamara,  Mr.  Randolph,  Mr. 
Cooper,  and  Mr.  Fong  conferees  on  the 
part  of  the  Senate. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  I 
ask  that  H.R.  12135  be  printed  with  the 
Senate  amendments. 

The  PRESIDING  OFFICER.  With¬ 
out  objection,  it  is  so  ordered. 

r  INCREASING  TEMPO  OF  ATTACK 
FROM  ULTRACONSERVATIVE  AND 
RIGHTIST  PUBLICATIONS  AND 
ORGANIZATIONS 

e  Mr.  McGEE.  Mr.  President,  with 
ejection  day  rapidly  approaching,  many 
or*±he  Members  of  this  body  will  doubt- 
lesswijoy,  or  endure,  ah  increasing  tem¬ 
po  of^attack  from  the  ultraconservative 
find  rightist  publications  and  organiza¬ 
tions.  \ 

I  wish  toediscuss  at  length  two  sources 
of  such  attacks:  the  publication  Human 
Events 1  and  ram  organization,  Americans 
for  Contitutiomd  Action.  These  two  are, 
as  will  be  shoWn,  closely  connected. 
Most  of  us  recognise  the  names,  but  per¬ 
haps  we  are  less  familiar  with  what  they 
are  and  who  is  behind  them. 

In  making  these  remarks,  Mr.  Presi¬ 
dent,  I  should  like  to  n^ye  included  in 
the  Record  with  them  several  footnotes 
documenting  many  of  the  statements. 

Let  us  start  with  Human  Events,  since 
it  is  the  older.  In  fact,  it  dat^s  its  be¬ 
ginnings  from  February  1944  when  “its 


1  Human  Events,  special  issue,  July  iEK>2. 

\ 
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official  launching  took  place  at  a  Chi- 
eagXluncheon  given  by  Gen.  Robert  E. 
Woock  chairman  of  Sears,  Robuck,”  on 
behalf\f  editor-publisher  and  founder 
Frank  C.  Hanighen.  Let  me  digress  to 
sketch  income  information  on  each  of 
these  men.  \ 

Gen.  Robert  E.  Wood,  since  retired 
from  the  chamnanship  of  Sears,  Roe¬ 
buck  &  Co.,  waAa  leading  supporter  of 
the  late  Senator  Joseph  McCarthy  and 
has  been  active  in\extreme  right-wing 
causes  from  the  America  First  Commit¬ 
tee,  of  which  he  was  first  chairman, 
on  down.  For  example),  he  was  on  the 
advisory  council  of  the  so-called  Cam¬ 
paign  for  the  48  States,  anSorganization 
which  operated  from  1955  tX  1959  cam¬ 
paigning  for  a  group  of  constitutional 
amendments  which  ranged  f irony: putting 
an  upper  limit  on  the  income  taXto  re¬ 
vision  of  the  electoral  college  so 'as  to 
further  weaken  the  voting  power  omr- 
ban  areas.  He  has  served  on  the  advis¬ 
ory  board  of  Facts  Forum  and  its  sucy 
cessor  organization,  Life  Lines,  both  of 
which  are  the  creatures  of  Texas  Oilman 
H.  L.  Hunt,  and  he  has  been  a  sponsor 
of  the  Organization  To  Repeal  Federal 
Income  Taxes.  Currently  he  is  listed  as 
a  member  of  — 

Citizens  Foreign  Aid  Committee,  which 
is  opposed  to  foreign  aid. 

Board  of  trustees,  America’s  Future, 
Inc.,  an  organization  headed  by  John  T. 
Flynn’s  former  assistant,  Rosalie  Gor¬ 
don;  currently  engaged  in  reviewing 
school  textbooks  to  look  for  leftist  and 
one-worlder  influences. 

Senior  advisory  board,  American  Se¬ 
curity  Council,  a  private  “research  and 
information  center  on  subversive  activi¬ 
ties”  2  whose  field  director  is  W.  Cleon 
Skousen — described  by  fellow-rightist  J. 
Bracken  Lee  as  “an  incipient  Hitler” 
and  a  “master  of  half-truths.” 

Frank  C.  Hanighen  was  a  book  editor 
in  the  1930’s  and  then  a  freelance  jour¬ 
nalist.  He  authored  two  muckraking- 
type  books,  one  on  the  international  pe¬ 
troleum  industry — “The  Secret  War,” 
John  Day,  1934 — and  one  on  the  inter¬ 
national  munitions  industry — “Mer¬ 
chants  of  Death,”  Garden  City,  1937,  co¬ 
authored  by  H.  C.  Engelbrecht.  In  ad¬ 
dition  to  being  the  founder  and  editor 
of  Human  Events,  Mr.  Hanighen  wrotiu 
a  regular  column  on  Washington  affaiae 
for  the  Freeman  magazine  for  the  fi^t 
15  months  of  its  publication  undei^he 
auspices  of  the  Foundation  for  Economic 
Education.  Like  General  Wood,  Mr. 
Hanighen  served  on  the  national  ad¬ 
visory  council  of  the  Campaign  for  the 
48  States.  More  recently  h&fethe  treas¬ 
urer  of  the  American  Goocf  Government 
Society  and  an  incorporidror  of  the  Inter¬ 
collegiate  Society  oy  Individualists, 
which  was  established/ as  a  sort  of  joint 
project  of  Human  Brents  and  the  Foun¬ 
dation  for  Economic  Education. 

To  return  to  me  1944  luncheon  that 
gave  Human  Events  its  sendoff,  it  has 
already  been  jfoted  that  the  host.  Gen¬ 
eral  Wood,  Jzad  been  the  chaiiman  of 
the  America  First  Committee.  In  view 
of  this,  the  names  of  the  other  people  at 


a  1908  brochure  put  out  by  American  Se¬ 
curity  Courted,  Inc. 


the  luncheon  is  noteworthy.  They  were 
Gen.  Thomas  S.  Hammond,  Clay  Jud- 
son,  Sterling  Morton,  and  W.  H.  Reg- 
nery,  Sr.,  all  of  whom  had  served  with 
Wood  on  the  America  First  Committee; 
Col.  Charles  Lindbergh  who  made  num¬ 
erous  speeches  for  the  committee;  and 
Col.  Robert  McCormack,  whose  Chicago 
Ti'ibune  was  a  sort  of  unofficial  journal 
of  the  movement.3  Each  guest,  it  is  re¬ 
ported,  ordered  charter  subscriptions  to 
Human  Events  for  friends  to  make  up  an 
initial  circulation  list  of  127.  Since,  ac¬ 
cording  to  a  recent  brochure,  “The  re¬ 
cipients  renewed  their  own  subscriptions 
and  sent  gift  subscriptions  to  their 
friends,”  and  since  Human  Events  fre¬ 
quently  reprints  a  partial  listing  of  the 
“charter”  subscribers,  it  may  be  of  in¬ 
terest  to  note  some  of  the  names.  If 
nothing  else,  they  indicate  the  reader- 
ship  for  which  the  newsletter  was  de¬ 
signed.  Included  were  W.  J.  Grede,  A. 
G.  Heinsohn,  Jr.,  and  Cola  Parker,  all  of 
whom  have  more  recently  been  mem¬ 
bers  of  the  National  Council  of  the  John 
'Birch  Society;  E.  L.  Wiegand  and  Frank 
dX  Ganahl,  both  of  whom  have  endorsed 
thev  John  Birch  Society;  and  Charles 
Edison,  Adolph  Menjou,  and  J.  Howard, 
Pew,  ah  of  whom  serve  on  the  editorial 
advisoz\  board  of  the  Society’s  maga¬ 
zine,  American  Opinion.  It  is  hardly 
surprising\ither  that  we  find  a  number 
of  charter  subscribers  to  HumangEvents 
cuiTently  affiliated  with  Americans  for 
ConstitutionarSAction.  In  addition  to 
Charles  Edison  and  E.  L.  Wiegand,  just 
mentioned,  these  jncluded/w alter  Har- 
nischfeger,  Albert  BawtoE,  J.  W.  Kieck- 
hefer,  Philip  McKtaana,  Adm.  Ben 
Moreell,  Bernard  Pawon  and  H.  W. 
Prentis,  Jr.  Other/  listed  by  Human 
Events  as  on  its  charter  subscription  list 
have  been  active/n  variouXother  right- 
wing  causes,  bjlx  I  believe  tins  is  suffi¬ 
cient  to  make/he  point.  \ 

STAFF  AND  CONTRIBUTORS 

We  iiye  seen  for  whom  Human 
Events  iVwritten;  let  us  take  a  look  its 
*staff.  yChief  assistant  to  Mr.  Hanig\en 
is  ayOhio  publisher  named  James V 
WiOK,  who  carries  the  titles  of  executive 
publisher  of  Human  Events  and  presi¬ 
dent  of  Human  Events,  Inc.  Mr.  Wick, 
/who  is  the  chairman  of  the  board  of 
small  newspapers  in  Louisiana  and 
North  Carolina,  in  addition  to  Ohio, 
joined  the  staff  of  Human  Events  in 
1954.  Prior  to  that  he  had  been  editor 
of  Prentice-Hall’s  Washington  news¬ 
letter,  What’s  Happening  in  Washing¬ 
ton,  and,  in  1953,  general  manager  of 
the  Freeman  magazine  prior  to  its  adop¬ 
tion  by  the  Foundation  for  Economic  Ed¬ 
ucation.  It  is  of  note,  also,  that  Mix 
Wick  has  worked  in  two  Republican 
presidential  campaigns,  as  an  employee 
of  the  Republican  National  Committee 
in  1940  and  as  a  member  of  Governor 
Dewey’s  research  staff  in  1944.'  He  ap¬ 
pears  to  have  been  dissatisfied  with  the 
way  in  which  these  campaigns  were  run 
since  he  subsequently  wrote  a  book  titled 
“How  Not  To  Run  for  President,”  Van- 


3  Names  of  those  at  the  luncheon  from 
Human  Events,  special  issue,  July  1962. 

4  Biographical  information  from  "Who’s 
Who,”  1962-63. 


tage  Press,  1952.  The  primary  theme  / 
of  this  book  is  the  familiar  one  that  too  y 
much  “me-tooism”  on  the  part  of  Will-7/  < 
kie  and  Dewey  alienated  the  conserva¬ 
tive  core  of  Republican  voters  and  Jost 
the  elections.  / 

Other  people  who  are  or  have/been 
key  staff  members  at  Human  Ewgnts  in¬ 
clude —  / 

Frank  Chodorov,  contributing  editor. 
Mr.  Chodorov  is  a  well-kriown  author 
and  editor  who  is  opposed/o  the  income 
tax  and  to  public  education  and  has 
called  the  historic  195g  decision  of  the 
Supreme  Court  on  /School  integration 
“another  effort  to  destroy  State  auton¬ 
omy  and  abolish  local  government.”  5  In 
addition  to  beinj/the  founder  and  presi¬ 
dent  of  the  Intercollegiate  Society  of 
Individualists/  Mr.  Chodorov  has  been 
affiliated  wUln  the  following  other  right- 
wing  grouj^s: 

For  hx nerica,  headed  by  Gen.  Bonner 
FellersXvho  also  heads  the  Citizens  For¬ 
eign  /Aid  Committee,  mentioned  pre¬ 
viously,  the  vice  chairman  of  Americans 
io/  Constitutional  Action,  and  an  en¬ 
dorser  of  the  John  Birch  Society. 

’  Campaign  for  the  48  States,  mentioned 
previously. 

We,  the  People,  an  extremist  group 
headed  by  the  Rev.  Billy  James  Hargis, 
who  also  heads  his  own  Christian  crusade 
and  is  another  endorser  of  the  John 
Birch  Society. 

National  Economic  Council,  which  de¬ 
fends  the  Birch  Society,  charges  that 
“the  Zionists  [were]  largely  responsible 
for  Hitler’s  going  berserk,” 6 *  and  is 
headed  by  Merwin  K.  Hart,  an  anti- 
Semite  and  a  John  Birch  Society  chapter 
leader. 

Kenneth  Ingwalson,  assistant  pub¬ 
lisher.  Mr.  Ingwalson  came  to  Human 
Events  from  the  American  Farm  Bureau 
Federation  via  Americans  for  Constitu¬ 
tional  Action. 

Edna  Lonigan,  contributing  editor. 
Miss  Lonigan’s  apparent  field  of  specialty 
is  welfare,  on  which  she  has  written  two 
pamphlets  for  the  American  Enterprise 
Association.  Her  general  viewpoint  may 
J>e  gathered  from  the  following  quotes: 

Xlf  the  Central  Government  continues  to  ac¬ 
quire  capital  for  itself,  in  blocks  of  billions 
[presumably  referring  to  the  social  security 
prognun],  by  promising  to  provide  welfare 
*  *  *  Vur  liberties  will  be  permanently  lost.’ 

If  Congress  wishes  to  preserve  the  con- 
stitution;\  principle  of  sovereign  States,  it 
must  begiiNo  amputate  these  grants  in  aid. 

It  must  connjpnt-  every  request  for  new  as¬ 
sistance  by  crating  down  some  older  pro¬ 
gram.8  X 

Miss  Lonigan \as  also  written  on  for¬ 
eign  affairs  and,\n  an  article  on  the 
Alliance  for  Progress,  said: 

Land  reform  is  in  essence  a  Communist 
proposal,  although,  like  aW  Communist  prop¬ 
aganda,  it  is  repeated,  i\ie  times  oyt  of 


5  Human  Events,  May  19,  >054.  For  his 
opposition  to  public  education  see  ibid.,  and 
for  his  opposition  to  the  inconae  tax  see 
“Income  Tax:  Root  of  All  EviHk  (Devin- 
Adair,  1954)  and  "The  Rise  and  Fail  of  So¬ 
ciety”  (Devin-Adair,  1959). 

'Economic  Council  Letter,  Apr.  15Xl961. 

’  “Expanding  Welfare  in  a  Free  Econmcy" 
(American  Enterprise  Ass’n,  1940).  X 

8  Human  Events,  Jan.  6,  1961.  X 
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their  children  out  of  school,  to  pick  crops 
•in  Santa  Clara  County,  the  parents  are 
dependent  upon  what  those  children  will 
earn  as  part  of  the  family  income  to  sur- 
vive\for  the  entire  winter  and  so  that 
they  ban  stay  off  the  relief  rolls.  This 
appliesVot  to  just  one  or  two  or  half  a 
dozen  f  anailies.  This  has  to  do  with  hun¬ 
dreds  of  families.  If  you  insist  upon  tell¬ 
ing  these  children  that  they  cannot  work, 
a  substantialWrt  of  that  family’s  in¬ 
come  is  gone.  Nyhat  will  happen  to  the 
children?  The  parents  have  to  work. 
This  is  the  way  they  make  their  living. 
They  cannot  quit.  'They  cannot  let  the 
children  go  hungry.  \The  children  will 
have  to  stay  at  home  orvstay  in  the  labor 
camp.  They  will  be  unattended  and  not 
properly  fed  and  they  will  be  running 
around  dirty  and  catching  cold  and 
catching  disease  because  they\cannot  be 
with  their  parents  who  can  taae  care  of 
them  down  in  the  orchard.  Now  an¬ 
other  thing  is  going  to  happen  \f  you 
insist  on  this.  These  children  will  nW  be 
able  to  contribute  to  the  family  incdme 
and  the  family  is  not  going  to  be  able  to 
pick  the  prunes.  So  they  are  going  to  gov 
someplace  else.  When  that  happens,  the 
crops  are  not  going  to  go  to  waste  because 
you  know  full  well  that  the  farmer  is  go¬ 
ing  to  go  to  the  Department  of  Labor  and 
he  will  be  certified  for  the  use  of  braceros 
or  Mexican  nationals. 

Those  of  you  who  oppose  the  use  of 
Mexican  braceros  will  find  you  will  be 
having  hundreds  and  thousands  of  them 
coming  in  to  take  these  jobs. 

All  I  am  asking  you  to  do — and  I  of¬ 
fer  this  in  all  sincerity,  because  if  this 
amendment  should  carry  I  will  vote  for 
this  bill — all  I  am  asking  you  to  do  is 
to  say  that  a  parent  has  the  right  to 
decide  whether  his  child  shall  work  in 
agricultural  labor  or  not.  We  have  laws 
to  keep  parents  from  abusing  children, 
just  laws.  We  have  humane  societies, 
and  State  and  county  laws  to  keep  chil¬ 
dren  from  being  abused.  Let  them  work, 
and  let  these  children  work  with  their 
families. 

Mr.  O’HARA  of  Michigan.  Mr.  Chair-, 
man,  I  move  that  the  Committee  do  now 
rise.  / 

The  motion  was  agreed  to;  accord¬ 
ingly  the  Committee  rose,  and  thejfpeak- 
er  having  resumed  the  chair,  Mir.  Sant- 
angelo,  Chairman  of  the  Committee  of 
the  Whole  House  on  the  Smte  of  the 
Union,  reported  that  thaC  Committee 
having  had  under  consideration  the  bill 
(S.  1123)  to  amend  A he  Fair  Labor 
Standards  Act  of  1938  to  extend  the 
child  labor  provisions  thereof  to  certain 
children  employer  in  agriculture,  and 
for  other  purposes,  had  come  to  no  reso¬ 
lution  thereon# 


FURTHER  MESSAGE  FROM  THE 
SENATE 

A  further  message  from  the  Senate, 
by  Mr.  McGown,  one  of  its  clerks,  an¬ 
nounced  that  the  Senate  had  passed 
without  amendment  bills  of  the  House 
of  the  following  titles : 

H.R.  9285.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Helenita 
K.  Stephenson; 

H.R.  10541.  An  act  to  assist  States  and 
communities  to  carry  out  intensive  vaccina¬ 
tion  programs  designed  to  protect  their  pop¬ 
ulations,  particularly  all  preschool  children, 
against  poliomyelitis,  diphtheria,  whooping 
cough,  and  tetanus;  and 

H.R.  12313.  An  act  for  the  relief  of  Jane 
Froman,  Gypsy  Markoff,  and  Jean  Rosen. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed,  with  amendments 
in  which  the  concurrence  of  the  House 
is  requested,  a  bill  of  the  House  of  the 
following  title : 

H.R.  12599.  An  act  relating  to  the  income 
tax  treatment  of  terminal  railroad  corpora¬ 
tions  and  their  shareholders. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the) 
Senate  had  passed,  with  amendments  in 
which  the  concurrence  of  the  Hous^ is 
Requested,  a  bill  of  the  House  of  therfol- 
lbwing  title :  / 

HJ&.  12135.  An  act  to  authorize  / ppropri- 
ationB  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  ana  1965  for 
the  construction  of  certain  highways  in  ac¬ 
cordant  with  title  23  of  the Jenited  States 
Code,  ancKfor  other  purposes.# 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  insits  upon  ihs  amendments  to 
the  foregoingNbill,  revests  a  conference 
with  the  Houston  Jhe  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Housemhereon,  and  appoints 
Mr.  Kerr,  Mr  ./McNamara,  Mr.  Ran¬ 
dolph,  Mr.  Ca0PER,\uid  Mr.  Fong  to  be 
the  conferee/on  the  part  of  the  Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed,  withNan  amendment 
in  whichr  the  concurrenctof  the  House 
is  requested,  a  bill  of  the  Rouse  of  the 
following  title :  \ 

WR.  13273.  An  act  authorizing\the  con- 
staaction,  repair,  and  preservation  ascertain 
Uublic  works  on  rivers  and  harbors  fok  navi¬ 
gation,  flood  control,  and  for  other  purposes. 

The  message  further  announced  that 
the  Senate  insists  upon  its  amendment 
to  the  foregoing  bill,  requests  a  confer¬ 
ence  with  the  House  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and 
appoints  Mr.  Kerr,  Mr.  McNamara,  Mi’. 
Randolph,  Mr.  Cooper,  and  Mr.  Fong 
to  be  the  conferees  on  the  part  of  the 
Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  had  passed  a  joint  resolution  of 
the  following  title,  in  which  the  concur¬ 
rence  of  the  House  is  requested: 

S.J.  Res.  234.  Joint  resolution  making  con¬ 
tinuing  appropriations  for  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  and  the  Farm  Credit  Ad¬ 
ministration  for  the  fiscal  year  1963. 


The  message  also  announced  that  Jne 
Senate  agrees  to  the  report  of  theeom- 
mittee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the/lmend- 
ment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bfil  (H.R. 
10129)  entitled  “An  act  to  it mend  the 
Act  of  September  7,  1957,  relating  to  air¬ 
craft  loan  guarantees.”  / 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  dn  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Hanses  on  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
11970)  entitled  /(n  act  to  promote  the 
general  welfare/Foreign  policy,  and  secu¬ 
rity  of  the  United  States  through  inter¬ 
national  trade  agreements  and  through 
adjustment  assistance  to  domestic  in¬ 
dustry,  agriculture,  and  labor,  and  for 
other  purposes.” 

The/message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  further  insists  upon  its  amend- 
nWt  to  the  bill  (H.R.  7927)  entitled 
‘/m  act  to  adjust  postal  rates,  and  for 
/ther  purposes,”  disagreed  to  by  the 
House;  agrees  to  the  conference  asked 
by  the  House  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  thereon,  and  appoints 
Mr.  Johnston,  Mr.  Monroney,  and  Mr. 
Carlson  to  be  the  conferees  on  the  part 
of  the  Senate. 

The  message  also  announced  that  the 
Senate  agrees  to  the  report  of  the  com¬ 
mittee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing 
votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
7927)  entitled  “An  act  to  adjust  postal 
rates,  and  for  other  purposes.” 


HIGHWAY  CONSTRUCTION  APPRO¬ 
PRIATIONS,  1963 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  take  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  the  bill  (H.R.  12135)  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal 
years  1964  and  1965  for  the  construction 
of  certain  highways  in  accordance  with 
title  23  of  the  United  States  Code,  and 
for  other  purposes,  with  Senate  amend¬ 
ments  thereto,  disagree  to  the  amend¬ 
ments  of  the  Senate  and  agree  to  the 
conference  requested  by  the  Senate. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  reserv¬ 
ing  the  right  to  object,  and  I  shall  not  if 
I  am  correctly  informed.  What  bill  is 
this? 

The  SPEAKER.  This  is  the  highway 
bill. 

Mr.  HALLECK.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  with¬ 
draw  my  reservation  of  objection. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland? 

The  Chair  hears  none  and  appoints 
the  following  conferees:  Messrs.  Fallon, 
Pucinski,  Jones  of  Alabama,  Cramer,  and 
Baldwin. 
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department  op  defense  and 
RELATED  agencies  APPROPRIA¬ 
TION  BILL,  1963 

Mr.  CANNON  submitted  the  following 
conference  report  and  statement  on  the 
bill  (H.R.  LQ900)  making  appropriations 
for  certain  6ml  functions  administered 
by  the  Department  of  Defense,  certain 
agencies  of  the\Department  of  the  In¬ 
terior,  the  Atomtc  Energy  Commission, 
the  St.  Lawrence  Seaway  Development 
Corporation,  the  Tennessee  Valley  Au 
thority,  and  certain  nV^r  basin  commis¬ 
sions: 

Conference  Report  (H.  Epi.  No.  2531) 

The  committee  of  conference,  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  theShill  (H.R. 
12900)  making  appropriations  for^certain 
civil  functions  administered  hy  the  depart¬ 
ment  of  Defense,  certain  agencies  of  the  De¬ 
partment  of  the  Interior,  the  Atomic  Enkfgy 
Commission,  the  Saint  Lawrence  Seaway 
velopment  Corporation,  the  Tennessee  Valle* 1 * 1 2 3 
Authority  and  certain  river  basin  commis 
sions  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963, 
and  for  other  purposes,  having,  met,  after 
full  and  free  conference,  have  agreed  to 
recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their  re¬ 
spective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend¬ 
ments  numbered  12,  and  16. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
numbered  8,  9,  17,  20,  21,  22,  23,  24,  25, 
26,  and  27,  and  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  1:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  1,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows- 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$17,870,300”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  3:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  3,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$73,504,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 
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Amendment  numbered  5:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  5,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$8,400,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  6 :  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  6,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$7,010,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  7:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  7,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$158,218,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  10:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  10,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$107,808,000";  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  11:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  11,  and  agree 
to  tne  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu,  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend-y 
ment  insert  “$104,576,000”;  and  the  Senaf 
agree  to  me  same. 

Amendment  numbered  14:  That  the  Muse 
recede  fromvts  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  14,  aim  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as^ollows  : 
In  lieu  of  the  suna  proposed  by  syftl  amend¬ 
ment  insert  "$2,87^224,000”;  an/ the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbe?8d  15 :  /That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreemem^  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  namWred  15,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amMoment,  as  follows : 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  prorfosedShy  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  ''$262,74^000”;  aS^d  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  19 :  ThaVthe  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  tlrfe  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Seriate  numbered  19,  anti  agree 
to  the  same  vmtti  an  amendment,  as  foUows: 
In  lieu  of  tljrf§  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 


ment  insert  “$400,000,000”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

The  committee  of  conference  report  in  disy 
agreement  amendments  numbered  2,  4, 
and  18. 

Clarence  Cannon 
Michael  J.  Kirwan, 

John  E.  Fogarty, 

Ben  F.  Jensen  (I 
serve  on  title 
John  Taber  (I 
on  title  TV 
$400,000, 000)y 

Managers  on  the  Par/ of  the  House. 
Allen  J.  Elmnder, 

Carl  Ratten, 

Richard /B.  Russell, 

John  y  McClellan, 

Lister  Hill, 

Spe36ard  L.  Holland, 

Robert  S.  Kerr, 
jHN  O.  Pastore, 
tOMAN  L.  HRUSKA, 

Milton  R.  Young, 

Karl  E.  Mundt, 

Margaret  Chase  Smith, 
lagers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

re  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
'the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of 
(tie  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
'Senate  on  the  bill  (H.R.  12900)  making  ap¬ 
propriations  for  certain  civil  functions  ad¬ 
ministered  by  the  Department  of  Defense, 
certain  agencies  of  the  Department  of  the 
Interior,  the  Atomic  Energy  Commission,  the 
St.  Lawrence  Seaway  Development  Corpora¬ 
tion,  the  Tennessee  Valley  Authority  and 
certain  river  basin  commissions  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  and  for 
other  purposes,  submit  the  following  state¬ 
ment  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the 
action  agreed  upon  and  recommended  in  the 
accompanying  conference  report  as  to  each 
of  such  amendments,  namely: 

TITLE  1 - DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE — CIVIL 

Corps  of  Engineers — Civil 
General  Investigations 
Amendment  No.  1 :  Appropriates  $17,870,- 
300  instead  of  $16,561,900  as  proposed  by  the 
House  and  $19,192,300  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate.  The  funds  provided  are  to  be  dis¬ 
tributed  as  follows: 


Item 


General  Investigations 

1.  Surveys: 

(a)  Navigation  studies— _ _ 

(b)  Flood  control  studies _ 

(c)  Beach  erosion  cooperative  studies 

(d)  Special  studies: 

San  Francisco  Bay  survey... 

Ohio  River  Basin  review. _ 

Potomac  River  review... 

Colorado  River,  Tex. _ 

Great  Lakes  water  levels. 

Rampart  Canyon,  Alaska. 

Arkansas-Red  River  pollution  study. 

Lake  Erie-Ohio  River  Qgnal _ 

Great  Lakes-Hudson  Bgver  Waterway... 

Lake  Erie-Ontario  Waterway,  N.Y _ 

Susquehanna  Riveralasin _ 

Jersey  Meadows,  ft. Y.  and  N.J _ 

Red  River,  La.,Xrk.,  Olda.,  and  Tex _ 

Meramac  RiveirBasin,  Mo.. _ _ 

Pascagoula  Rjver  Basin,  Miss _ 

Williamettmtllver  Basin,  Oreg . . 

Grand  River  Basin,  Mich _ 

Connecticut  River  Basin . . . 

Upper  jlflississippi  River  Basin _ 

Whitafftiver  Basin,  Ark.  and  Mo . . 

Brazes  River  Basin,  Tex _ 

Hurricane  studies _ 

Coordination  studies  with  other  agencies. 
Basin  planning _ 


Revisj 
budget 
estimate  for 
fisjjnl  year 
1983 


,  600, 000 
,  600, 000 
250, 000 

200,  000 
600, 000 
75,  000 
228,  000 
85,000 
315,  000 
177,  000 
220, 000 
200,  000 
200,000 
300, 000 
150, 000 
250, 000 
215, 000 
100,000 
100, 000 
100, 000 
100, 000 
200,000 
100, 000 
100, 000 
945, 000 
300,000 
400,000 


Conference 

allowance 


$2, 051, 600 
5, 428,  700 
250,  000 

200,  000 
500,  000 
75,  000 
228,000 
110, 000 
315,000 
227, 000 
220, 000 
200,  000 
200,000 
300,  000 
150,  000 
300,  000 
215, 000 
100, 000 
100, 000 
100,000 
100, 000 
200, 000 
100, 000 
140,  000 
945,000 
300,000 


General  Investigation^^- Continued 

1.  Surveys:— Continued 

(d)  Special  studies — Continued 

Kanawha  River  Basin,  W.  \t. 

Suhtotal,  surveys* _ 

2.  Collection  and  study  of  basic  data:- 

(a)  Stream  gaging  (U.S.  Geological  Survey? 

(b)  Precipitation  studies  (U.S.  Weather  Bur3ku) . 

(c)  Fish  and  wildlife  studies  (U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 

Service) _ 

(d)  International  water  studies _ _ _ 

(e)  Flood  plain  studies _ 

Subtotal,  collection  and  study  of  basic  data... 

3.  Research  and  development: 

(a)  Beach  erosion  development  studies . . 

(b)  Hydrologic  studies . . 

(c)  Civil  works  investigations . . . 

(d)  Mississippi  Basin  model: 

(1)  Construction _ 

(2)  Mississippi  River  comprehensive  study.. 

(e)  Nuclear  explosives  studies  for  civil  construction.. 

Subtotal,  research  and  development _ _ _ 

Other  reductions  and  slippages . . . 

Total,  general  Investigations . . . . 


Revised 
budget 
estimate  for 
fiscal  vear 
1963 

Conference 

allowance 

$200, 000 

$12, 110, 000 

13,255,300 

250, 000 

250,000 

380, 000 

380, 000 

100, 000 

100,000 

85,000 

85,000 

700, 000 

700, 000 

\l,  515, 000 

1,515,000 

flw.ooo 

400, 000 

17\000 

175, 000 

1,  650,500 

1, 300, 000 

650,  OOffS 

650, 000 

200,000 

^  200, 000 

665,000 

\  500, 000 

3, 640, 000 

© 

© 

© 

~ co 

-154,000 

17,265,000 

17, 870, 'SCO 
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IN  THE  SENATE  OE  THE  UNITED  STATES 

October  4, 1962 

Ordered  to  be  printed  with  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  numbered 


AN  ACT 


To  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965 
for  the  construction  of  certain  highways  in  accordance  with 
title  23  of  the  United  States  Code,  and  for  other  purposes. 

1  Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representa- 

2  tives  of  the  United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

3  SHORT  TITLE 

I  Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal-Aid 
5  Highway  Act  of  1962”. 


6 


AUTHORIZATIONS 


7  Sec.  2.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions 

8  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  the  following  sums 

9  are  hereby  authorized  to  he  appropriated: 

10  (1)  For  the  Federal-aid  primary  system  and  the 
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Federal-aid  secondary  system  and  for  their  extension  within 
urban  areas,  out  of  the  Highway  Trust  Fund,  $950,000,000 
for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  (1)$975,000— 
000  $950,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 
The  sums  authorized  in  this  paragraph  for  each  fiscal  year 
shall  be  available  for  expenditure  as  follows: 

(A)  45  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
primary  highway  system; 

<B)  30  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid 
secondary  highway  system;  and 

(C)  25  per  centum  for  projects  on  extensions  of 
the  Federal-aid  primary  and  Federal-aid  secondary 
highway  systems  in  urban  areas. 

(2)  For  forest  highways,  $33,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $33,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(3)  For  forest  development  roads  and  trails,  an  addi¬ 
tional  (2)$40j)00j000  $20,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1963,  $70,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1964,  and  $85,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1965. 

(4)  For  public  lands  development  roads  and  trails, 
$2,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  .1964,  and 
$4,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(5)  For  park  roads  and  trails,  $22,000,000  for  the 
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fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $25,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(6)  For  parkways,  (3)  $40,0007000  $ 16,550,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $16,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(7)  For  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges,  $16,- 
000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and 
$18,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 
(4X8)-  For  public  lands  highways^  $3t000t000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  0O7  1961,  and  $3y900;000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  JO7  4965-.- 

(8)  For  public  lands  highways ,  the  additional  sum  of 
$6,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  and 
the  sum  of  $9,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1964,  and  $9,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1965. 

(pyTIIE  RAMA  ROAD 

Sec.  3.  That  in  order  to  provide  for  completion  of  the 
Hama  Road  in  the  Republic  of  Nicaragua,  there  is  hereby 
authorized  to  be  appropriated  to  the  Department  of  State, 
in  addition  to  the  sums  heretofore  authorized,  the  sum  of 
$850,000,  to  be  available  until  expended,  for  discharging 
the  United  States  obligation  under  the  applicable  agreement 
with  the  Government  of  Nicaragua:  Provided,  That  the  sur¬ 
vey  and  construction  work  shall  be  under  the  general  super- 
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vision  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce:  Provided  further, 
That  funds  provided  pursuant  to  this  authorization  shall 
not  he  available  for  expenditure  except  under  the  conditions 
set  forth  in  section  213  of  title  23,  United  States  Code, 
with  respect  to  the  authorization  contained  in  that  section: 
And  provided  further,  That  the  funds  authorized  in  this 
section  shall  he  available  for  contract  immediately  upon  the 
passage  of  this  Act. 

(Jo)THE  INTER- AMERICAN  HIGHWAY 
Sec.  4.  That,  for  the  purpose  of  completing  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  Inter- American  Highway,  there  is  hereby  author¬ 
ized  to  he  appropriated  the  additional  sum  of  $ 32,000,000 
to  he  expended  in  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  section  212 
of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code:  Provided,  That  no  part 
of  such  sum  shall  he  obligated  in  any  country  until  that 
country  demonstrates,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary,  that 
it  is  capable  of  and,  willing  to  meet  its  commitment  for  main¬ 
tenance  under  the  agreements  entered  into  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  section  212(a)(5)  of  title  23,  United  States 
Code:  And  provided,  further,  That  the  funds  authorized  here¬ 
in  shall  he  available  for  contract  immediately  upon  passage 
of  this  Act  and  compliance  with  such  commitment. 
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ASSISTANCE  FOE  DISPLACED  FAMILIES  AND  BUSINESSES 
Sec.  (7)3-  5.  (a)  Chapter  1  of  title  23  of  the  United 
States  Code  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following  new  section: 

“§  133.  Relocation  assistance 

“(a)  As  used  in  this  section  the  term  ‘eligible  person’ 
means  any  individual,  family,  business  concern  (including 
the  operation  of  a  farm) ,  and  nonprofit  organization  to  he 
displaced  by  construction  of  a  project. 

“(b)  The  Secretary,  prior  to  his  approval  of  an}^  project 
under  section  106  of  this  title  for  right-of-way  acquisition  or 
actual  construction,  shall  require  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  to  give  satisfactory  assurance  that  relocation  advisory 

<~D  «/  */ 

assistance  shall  he  provided  for  the  relocation  of  families 
displaced  by  acquisition  or  clearance  of  rights-of-way  for  any 
Federal-aid  highway. 


“(c)  The  Secretary  shall  approve,  as  a  part  of  the  cost 
of  construction  of  a  project  on  any  of  the  Federal-aid  high¬ 
way  systems,  such  relocation  payments  as  may  be  made  by 
a  State  highway  department,  or  a  local  public  agency  act¬ 
ing  as  an  agent  for  the  State  highway  department  for  this 
purpose,  to  eligible  persons  for  their  reasonable  and  neces- 
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sary  moving  expenses  caused  by  their  displacement  from 
real  property  acquired  for  such  project.  However,  the 
Secretary  shall  not  require  a  State  to  pay  relocation  pay¬ 
ments  where  not  authorized  by  State  law. 

“(d)  Payments  under  this  section  shall  be  subject  to 
such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary,  and  shall  not  exceed  $200  in  the  case  of  an 
individual  or  family,  or  $3,000  in  the  case  of  a  business  con¬ 
cern  (including  the  operation  of  a  farm)  or  nonprofit  or¬ 
ganization.  In  the  case  of  a  business  (including  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  a  farm)  and  in  the  case  of  a  nonprofit  organization, 
the  allowable  expenses  for  transportation  under  this  sub¬ 
section  shall  not  exceed  the  cost  of  moving  50  miles  from  the 
point  from  which  such  business  or  organization  is  being  dis¬ 
placed.  Such  rules  and  regulations  may  include  provisions 
authorizing  reimbursement  for  payments  made  to  individuals 
and  families  of  fixed  amounts  (not  to  exceed  $200  in  any 
case)  in  lieu  of  their  respective  reasonable  and  necessary 
moving  expenses. 

“(e)  This  section  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  proj¬ 
ects  approved  under  section  106  of  this  title  after  the  date 
of  enactment  of  this  section.” 

(b)  The  analysis  of  chapter  1  of  title  23  of  the  United 
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States  Code  is  amended  by  adding-  at  the  end  thereof  the 
following : 

“133.  Relocation  assistance.” 

PUBLIC  LANDS  DEVELOPMENT  ROADS  AND  TRAILS 

Sec.  (8)-4-  6.  (a)  Section  101  of  title  23,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  after  the  para¬ 
graph  which  begins  “The  term  ‘project  agreement’  means”, 
the  following : 

“The  term  ‘public  lands  development  roads  and  trails’ 
means  those  roads  and  trails  which  the  Secretary  of  the  In- 
terior  determines  are  of  primary  importance  for  the  devel¬ 
opment,  protection,  administration,  and  utilization  of  public 
lands  and  resources  under  his  control.” 

(b)  Chapter  2  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new 
section : 

“§  214.  Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails 

“(a)  Funds  available  for  public  lands  development 
roads  and  trails  shall  be  used  to  pay  the  cost  of  construction 
and  improvement  of  such  roads  and  trails. 

“  (b)  Funds  available  for  public  lands  development  roads 
and  trails  shall  be  available  for  adjacent  vehicular  parking 
areas  and  for  sanitary,  water,  and  fire  control  facilities. 
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“  (c)  The  Secretary  shall  approve  the  location,  type, 
and  design  of  all  projects  for  public  lands  development  roads 
and  trails  before  any  expenditures  are  made  thereon  and 
all  construction  thereof  shall  be  under  the  general  super¬ 
vision  of  the  Secretary.” 

(c)  The  analysis  of  chapter  2  of  title  23  is  amended  by 

adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

“214.  Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails.” 

AVAILABILITY  OF  FUNDS — OTIIEE  HIGHWAYS 

Sec.  (9)o  7.  Section  203  of  title  23  of  the  United  States 
Code  is  amended  by  inserting  immediately  before  the  phrase 
“park  roads  and  trails”,  at  each  of  the  two  places  it  appears 
in  such  section,  the  following:  “public  lands  development 
roads  and  trails,”. 

FEDERAL-AID  SECONDARY  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM — URBAN 

AREAS 

Sec.  (10)0  8.  (a)  The  last  sentence  of  subsection  (c) 
of  section  103  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to 
read  as  follows:  “This  system  may  be  located  both  in  rural 
and  urban  areas,  but  any  extension  of  the  system  into  urban 
areas  shall  be  subject  to  the  condition  that  such  extension 
pass  through  the  urban  area  or  connect  with  another  Federal- 
aid  system  within  the  urban  area.” 
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(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  shall  apply  to  apportionments  made  before  as  well  as 
after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

TRANSPORTATION  PLANNING  IN  CERTAIN  URBAN  AREAS 

Sec.  (ll)T1  9.  (a)  Chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States 
Code,  is  amended  by  adding  immediately  following  section 
133  the  following  new  section: 

“§  134.  Transportation  planning  in  certain  urban  areas 

“It  is  declared  to  be  in  the  national  interest  to  encourage 
and  promote  the  development  of  transportation  systems, 
embracing  various  modes  of  transport  in  a  manner  that 
will  serve  the  States  and  local  communities  efficiently  and 
effectively.  To  accomplish  this  objective  the  Secretary  shall 
cooperate  with  the  States,  as  authorized  in  this  title,  in  the 
development  of  long-range  highway  plans  and  programs 
which  are  properly  coordinated  with  plans  for  improvements 
in  other  affected  forms  of  transportation  and  which  are  for¬ 
mulated  with  due  consideration  to  their  probable  effect  on 
the  future  development  of  urban  areas  of  more  than  fifty 
thousand  population.  After  July  1,  1965,  the  Secretary 
shall  not  approve  under  section  105  of  this  title  any  program 
for  projects  in  any  urban  area  of  more  than  fifty  thousand 
population  unless  he  finds  that  such  projects  are  based  on  a 
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continuing  comprehensive  transportation  planning  process 
carried  on  cooperatively  by  States  and  local  communities  in 
conformance  with  the  objectives  stated  in  this  section.” 

(b)  The  analysis  of  chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States 

Code,  is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 
“134.  Transportation  planning  in  certain  urban  areas.” 

RURAL  DELIVERY  AND  STAR  ROUTE  MILEAGE 

Sec.  (12)8  10.  (a)  Subsection  (b)  (1)  of  section  104 
of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  is  amended  by  striking 
out  “preceding  fiscal  year”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof 
“preceding  calendar  year”. 

(h)  The  amendments  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this 
section  shall  be  applicable  only  with  respect  to  apportion¬ 
ments  made  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this  Act. 

HIGHWAY  PLANNING  AND  RESEARCH  FUNDS 

Sec.  (13)0  11.  Subsection  (c)  of  section  307  of  title  23 
of  the  United  States  Code  is  amended  by  inserting  “(1)” 
immediately  after  “(c)”,  by  striking  out  “any  year”  and 
inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “each  fiscal  year  prior  to  the  fiscal 
year  1964”,  and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

“(2)  One  and  one-half  per  centum  of  the  sums  appor¬ 
tioned  for  each  fiscal  year  beginning  with  the  fiscal  year 
1964  to  any  State  under  section  104  of  this  title  shall  he 
available  for  expenditure  by  the  State  highway  department 
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only  for  the  purposes  enumerated  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this 
subsection. 

“(3)  In  addition  to  the  percentage  provided  in  para¬ 
graph  (2)  of  this  subsection,  not  to  exceed  one-half  of  1 
per  centum  of  sums  apportioned  for  each  fiscal  3^ear  begin¬ 
ning  with  the  fiscal  year  1964  under  paragraphs  (1) ,  (2) , 
and  (3)  of  section  104  (b)  of  this  title  shall  be  available  for 
expenditure  upon  request  of  the  State  highway  department 
for  (14)tke  purposes  enumerated  in  paragraph  -ft-)-  of  this 
subsection  highway  research  purposes. 

“(4)  Sums  made  available  under  paragraphs  (2)  and 

(3)  of  this  subsection  shall  be  matched  by  the  State  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  section  120  of  this  title  unless  the  Secretary 
determines  that  the  interests  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  pro¬ 
gram  would  be  best  served  without  such  matching.” 

DEFINITIONS 

Sec.  (15)40 12.  For  the  purposes  of  section  2  of  this  Act 
each  of  the  following  terms  shall  have  the  same  meaning  as  is 
given  it  in  section  101  of  title  23  of  the  Fnited  States  Code: 

( 1 )  Forest  development  roads  and  trails ; 

(2)  Forest  highway; 

(3)  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges; 

(4)  Park  roads  and  trails; 

(5)  Parkway; 
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(6)  Public  lands  highways; 

(7)  Federal-aid  primary  system: 

(8)  Federal-aid  secondary  system; 

(9)  Urban  area; 

(10)  Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails. 
(16)$M7.  13.  (a)  That  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  in 
cooperation  with  the  State  of  Alaska,  is  hereby  authorized 
to  make  engineering  studies  and  estimates  and  planning  sin ■- 
veys  relative  to  a  highway  construction  program  for  the  State 
of  Alaska,  and,  in  accordance  with  treaties  or  other  agree¬ 
ments  to  be  negotiated  with  Canada  by  the  Secretary  of  State 
in  consultation  with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  engineering 
studies,  estimates,  and  planning  surveys  relative  to  roads  in 
Canada  to  connect  with  Alaska. 

(b)  On  or  before  May  15,  1964,  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  shall  submit  a  report  to  the  Congress  which  shall 
include — 

(1 )  an  analysis  of  the  adequacy  of  the  Federal-aid 
highway  program  to  provide  for  a  satisfactory  program 
in  both  the  populated  and  the  undeveloped  areas  in 
Alaska ; 

(2)  specific  recommendations  as  to  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  roads  through  undeveloped  areas  of  Alaska  and 
to  connect  them  with  roads  in  Canada;  and, 

(3)  a  feasible  program  for  implementing  such  spe- 
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cific  recommendations,  including  cost  estimates,  recom¬ 
mendations  as  to  the  sharing  of  cost  responsibilities, 

and  other  pertinent  matters. 

(c)  From  time  to  time,  either  before  or  after  submission 
of  the  report  provided  for  in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section, 
the  Secretary  of  Commerce  may  submit  recommendations  to 
the  Congress  with  respect  to  the  construction  of  particular 
highways  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

(d)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  as  creating 
any  obligation  in  the  Congress,  express  or  implied,  to  carry 
out  the  recommendations  refeiwed  to  in  subsections  (b)  and 

(c). 

(e)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated, 
out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appro¬ 
priated,  to  be  available  until  expended,  the  sum  of  $ 800,000 
for  the  purpose  of  making  the  studies,  surveys,  and  report 
authorized  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b). 

Passed  the  House  of  Representatives  July  18,  1962. 

Attest:  RALPH  R.  ROBERTS, 

Clerk. 

Passed  the  Senate  with  amendments  October  4,  1962. 

Attest:  FELTON  M.  JOHNSTON, 

Secretary. 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  House  rejected  Senate  USDA  appropriation  continuation  measure.  Sens. 
Russell  and  Morse  criticized  Hou^e  action  on  USDA  appropriation  continuation  mea¬ 
sure.  Sen.  Proxmire  opposed  mandatory  controls  on  feed  grains.  Sen.  Humphrey 
ommended  administration  farm'  program.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  conference  report  on 
.  tate-Justice-Commerce  appropriation  bill.  House  receive^  conference  report  on 
roads  bill. 


HOUSE 

1.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  By  a  vote  of  245  to  1,  Agreed  to  H.  Res. 
831,  "That  Senate  Joint  Resolution  234,  making  appropriations  for  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  Agriculture  and  the  Farm  Credit  Administration  for  the  fiscal  year  1963, 
in  the  opinion  of  the  House,  contravenes  the  first  clause  of  the  seventh  section 
of  the  first  article  of  the  Constitution  and  is  an  infringement  of  the  privi¬ 
leges  of  this  House,  and  that  the  said  joint  resolution  be  taken  from  the 
Speaker’s  table  and  be  respectfully  returned  to  the  Senate  with  a  message  com¬ 
municating  this  resolution."  pp.  21785-7 


2.  ROADS.  Received  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  12135,  the  proposed  Federal-Aid 

Highway  Act  of  1962  (H.  Rept.  2549).  This  bill  includes  authorizations  of 

$33,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1964  and  $33,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  1965 
for  forest  highways,  and  for  forest  development  roads  and  trails  $10,000,000 

additional  for  1963,  $70,000,000  for  1964,  and  $85,000,000  for  1965 .  pp. 21852-3 
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pp.  21852-3,  21838 


3\FJBLIC  WORKS,  Conferees  were  appointed  on  H.  R,  13273,  the  omnibus  rivers, 


\harbors,  and  flood  control  bill.  Senate  conferees  have  not  yet  been  appointed, 
irlier  agreed  to  a  resolution  to  send  this  bill  to  conference,  on.  217^-802, 
2i8jp3,  21888 

»p«  Saylor  criticized  certain  provisions  of  this  bill  as  it  passed  the 
SenatV.  pp.  21824-5 


3 I ATE - JUSTICE - COMMERCE  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Both  Houses  agre/d  to  the  con¬ 
ference  report  on  this  bill,  H,  R,  12580,  and  acted  on  amendments  in  disagree¬ 
ment.  This\bill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President.  This  bilyincludes 
$115,050,000  >for  the  Area  P..e development  Administration,  $3,6^5,000  for  export 
control,  and  $o2,000,000  for  forest  highways,  pp.  21757-63^  21803-8 


5.  LANDS;  EASEMENTS.  '''Concurred  in  the  Senate  amendment  to  HfC  R.  8355,  to  authorize 
executive  agencies  \o  grant  easements  in,  over,  or  upojf  real  property  of  the 
U.  S.  under  the  control  of  such  agencies.  This  billywill  now  be  sent  to  the 
President,  p.  21784 


BUILDINGS;  CONTRACTS.  Rep\Bow  objected  to  a  unanimous  consent  request  to  sendf* 
to  conference  H.  R.  11860, amend  the  Foreigir Service  Buildings  Act,  1926,  to- 
authorize  additional  appropriations,  includiryg  agricultural  attache  housing, 
p.  21784 


7.  PAY  BILL.  Rep.  Johansen  criticize J\the  pa/cage  of  the  pay  bill.  pp.  21802-3 


8.  TRANSPORTATION.  Agreed  to  the  conferkpce  report  on  H  R.  5700,  to  amend  the 
Tariff  Act  of  1930  to  permit  contracc\:arriers  by  motor  vehicle  to  transport 
bonded  merchandise.  This  bill  willr  no\^Nbe  sent  to  the  President.  21809 


9.  MINING.  Began  consideration  of  tfhe  conference  report  on  S.  3451,  to  provide 
relief  for  residential  occupants  of  unpatentted  mining  claims  upon  which 
valuable  improvements  have  beien  placed,  pp.  *1817-20 


10,  D.  C.  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  2963.  Received  the  conference  report  on  this  bill, 
H.  R.  12276  (H,  Rept.  2548).  pp.  21851-2,  21888 


11.  ELECTRIFICATION.  Rep/  Pfost  urged  enactment  of  legislation  to  retain  for  the 
Northwest  first  caLt  on  Northwest  power,  pp.  21869-70 


12.  CRANBERRIES.  Revived  from  GAO  a  report  on  the  review  of 
ty  payment  program  administered  by  AMS.  p.  21888 


ie  cranberry  indemni- 


13.  LEGISLATIVE  ACCOMPLISHMENTS.  Several  Representatives  inserted  Statements  on  the 
legislative  record  of  the  87th  Congress,  pp.  21821-4,  21857-8,  ^1870-1, 

21883-6 


14.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Rep.  Albert  announced  that  the  conference  reporSfl  on 

S.  3451,  unpatented  mining  claims,  H.  R.  12276,  the  D.C.  appropriation  bill. 


and  H.  R.  12135,  the  highway  bill,  will  be  considered  on  Thurs. 


SENATE 


i.  FARM  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Humphrey  commended  the  administration's  farm  program,  re¬ 
viewed  recent  improvements  in  the  farm  economy,  stated  that  "the  agricultural 
economy  of  this  Nation  is  in  a  decided  upswing,"  end  inserted  a  news  release  of 
this  Department  containing  a  statement  of  the  National  Agricultural  Advisory 


87th  Congress  )  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
2d  Session  | 


Report 
No.  2549 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1962 


October  10,  1962. — Ordered  to  t:e  printed 


Mr.  Fallon,  from  the  committee  of  conference,  submitted  the 

following 

CONFERENCE  REPORT 

[To  accompany  H.R.  12135] 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the  two 
Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  12135)  to 
authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  for  the 
construction  of  certain  highways  in  accordance  with  title  23  of  the 
United  States  Code,  and  for  other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and 
free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to  their 
respective  Houses  as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amendments  numbered  1,  2,  and  14. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  numbered  3,  4,  5,  7,  8,  9,  10,  11,  12,  13,  and  15,  and  agree 
to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  6 : 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  6,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate 
amendment  insert  the  following: 

INTER-AMERICAN  HIGHWAY 

Sec.  4-  For  the  purpose  of  completing  the  construction  of  the  Inter- 
American  Highway ,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated  the 
additional  sum  of  $82,000,000  to  be  expended  in  accordance  with  the 
provisions  of  section  212  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code:  Provided, 
That  no  part  of  such  sum  shall  be  obligated  in  any  country  until  that 
country  demonstrates,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary,  that  it  is  capable 
of  and  willing  to  meet  its  commitment  for  maintenance  under  the  agree¬ 
ments  entered  into  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  section  212(a)(5)  of 
title  23,  United  States  Code.  Not  to  exceed  $12,000,000  of  the  funds 
authorized  herein  shall  be  available  for  contract  immediately  upon 
enactment  of  this  Act  in  compliance  with  such  commitment,  except  that 
such  contract  authority  shall  be  reduced  by  such  amounts  as  are  appro - 
85009 
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printed  for  construction  of  the  Inter-American  Highway  by  the  Eighty- 
seventh  Congress ,  second  session. 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  16: 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  16,  and  agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment 
as  follows: 

In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  insert  the  following: 

ALASKA  HIGHWAY  STUDY 

Sec.  13.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Commerce ,  in  cooperation  with  the  State 
of  Alaska ,  is  hereby  authorized  to  make  engineering  studies  and  estimates 
and  planning  surveys  relative  to  a  highway  construction  program  for  the 
State  of  Alaska,  and,  in  accordance  with  treaties  or  other  agreements  to  be 
negotiated  with  Canada  by  the  Secretary  of  State  in  consultation  with  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce,  engineering  studies,  estimates,  and  planning  sur¬ 
veys  relative  to  connecting  Alaskan  roads  with  Canadian  roads  at  the 
International  boundary. 

(6)  On  or  before  May  15,  1964,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  submit 
a  report  to  the  Congress  which  shall  include — 

(. 1 )  an  analysis  of  the  adequacy  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  pro¬ 
gram  to  provide  for  a  satisfactory  program  in  both  the  populated  and 
the  undeveloped  areas  in  Alaska; 

(2)  specific  recommendations  as  to  the  construction  of  roads 
through  undeveloped  areas  of  Alaska  and  connection  of  such  roads 
with  Canadian  roads  at  the  International  boundary;  and 

(3)  a  feasible  program  for  implementing  such  specific  recom¬ 
mendations,  including  cost  estimates,  recommendations  as  to  the 
sharing  of  cost  responsibilities,  and  other  pertinent  matters. 

(c)  From  time  to  time,  either  before  or  after  submission  of  the  report 
provided  for  in  subsection  ( b )  of  this  section,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
may  submit  recommendations  to  the  Congress  with  respect  to  the  con¬ 
struction  of  particular  highways  to  carry  out  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

(d)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  as  creating  any  obliga¬ 
tion  in  the  Congress,  express  or  implied,  to  carry  out  the  recommendations 
referred  to  in  subsections  (6)  and  (c). 

(e)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  out  of  any  money 
in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  to  be  available  until  ex¬ 
pended,  the  sum  of  $800,000  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  studies,  sur¬ 
veys,  and  report  authorized  by  subsections  {a)  and  (6)  hereof. 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

George  II.  Fallon, 

John  C.  Kluczynski, 

Robert  E.  Jones, 

William  C.  Cramer, 

John  F.  Baldwin, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Robt.  S.  Kerr, 

Pat  McNamara, 

Jennings  Randolph, 

John  Sherman  Cooper, 

Hiram  L.  Fong, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  jSenqte. 


STATEMENT  OF  THE  MANAGERS  ON  THE  FART  OF 

THE  HOUSE 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House  at  the  conference  on  the 
disagreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
to  the  bill  (H.R.  12135)  to  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years 
1964  and  1965  for  the  construction  of  certain  highways  in  accordance 
with  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code,  and  for  other  purposes,  sub¬ 
mit  the  following  statement  in  explanation  of  the  effect  of  the  action 
agreed  upon  by  the  conferees  and  recommended  in  the  accompanying 
conference  report: 

Amendment  No.  3:  The  House  bill  provided  an  authorization  of 
$16,000,000  for  parkways  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964. 
Senate  amendment  No.  3  provided  for  an  authorization  of  $16,550,000 
for  such  purpose.  It  is  the  intention  of  the  conferees  that  nothing 
shall  be  construed  as  specifically  earmarking  any  of  this  authorization 
for  particular  projects  in  particular  States.  The  House  recedes. 

Amendment  No.  4:  The  House  bill  provided  authorization  of 
$3,000,000  for  public  lands  highways  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1964,  and  $3,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965.  Senate 
amendment  No.  4  provided  authorization  of  an  additional  $6,000,000 
for  public  lands  highways  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963; 
$9,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964;  and  $9,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965.  It  is  the  intention  of  the  con¬ 
ferees  that  nothing  shall  be  construed  as  specifically  earmarking  any 
of  this  authorization  for  particular  projects  in  particular  States.  The 
House  recedes. 

Amendment  No.  5:  The  House  bill  contained  no  comparable  pro¬ 
vision.  Senate  amendment  No.  5  provides  for  the  completion  of  the 
Rama  Road  with  an  additional  authorization  of  $850,000  for  that 
purpose.  It  recpiires  that  survey  and  construction  work  shall  be 
under  the  supervision  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  and  requires  the 
expenditure  of  funds  to  be  under  the  conditions  set  forth  in  section  213 
of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  which  apply  to  the  authorization 
contained  in  that  section.  It  also  authorizes  funds  to  be  available 
for  contract  immediately.  The  House  recedes. 

Amendment  No.  6:  The  House  bill  contains  no  comparable  provi¬ 
sion.  Senate  amendment  No.  6  authorizes  an  additional  appropriation 
of  $32,000,000  for  the  completion  of  the  Inter-American  Highway. 
This  sum  is  to  be  expended  in  accordance  with  section  212  of  title  23 
of  the  United  States  Code.  No  part  of  that  sum  shall  be  obligated  in 
any  country  until  it  demonstrates  to  the  satisfaction  ot  the  Secretary 
of  Commerce  that  it  is  capable  of  and  willing  to  meet  its  commitment 
for  maintenance.  These  sums  are  authorized  to  be  available  lor  con¬ 
tract  immediately  on  passage  of  the  act  and  compliance  with  the 
commitment.  The  House  recedes  with  an  amendment  which  is  iden¬ 
tical  with  the  Senate  amendment,  except  that  there  is  imposed  a  re¬ 
striction  of  not  to  exceed  $12,000,000  on  the  contractual  authority, 
with  the  further  limitation  that  this  $12,000,000  contractual  authority 
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shall  be  reduced  by  any  amounts  appropriated  for  the  Inter-American 
Highway  during  this  session  of  the  87th  Congress. 

Amendment  No.  16:  Senate  amendment  No.  16  requires  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  to  make  engineering  studies  and  estimates  and 
planning  surveys  relative  to  the  Alaska  highway  construction  program, 
including  possible  interconnections  between  Alaskan  and  Canadian 
highways,  requires  detailed  reports  to  Congress,  authorizes  the  sub¬ 
mission  of  recommendations  to  Congress,  disclaims  the  creation  of 
any  obligation  on  the  part  of  Congress  to  carry  out  these  recommenda¬ 
tions,  and  authorizes  the  expenditure  of  $800,000  to  carry  out  these 
purposes.  The  House  bill  contained  no  such  provision.  The  House 
recedes  with  an  amendment  which  is  the  same  as  the  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  except  for  clarification  of  certain  language  to  insure  that  there 
is  no  authority  to  make  any  extraterritorial  study,  estimate,  or  plan 
of  highways  in  Canada. 

Amendments  Nos.  7,  8,  9,  10,  11,  12,  13,  and  15:  These  amend¬ 
ments  are  clerical;  the  House  recedes. 

George  H.  Fallon, 

John  C.  Kluczynski, 
Robert  E.  Jones, 

William  C.  Cramer, 

John  F.  Baldwin, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
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that  she  was  a  person  with  whom  you 
could  readily  work.  She  was  most  help¬ 
ful,  most  cooperative.  She  would  not 
aly  work  with  you  but  under  any  cir¬ 
cumstance  she  would  work  for  you.  I 
feeNhat  Georgia  will  have  lost  the  serv¬ 
ices  of  a  very  fine  person  because  she 
felt  it  necessary  to  retire. 

As  yoNhave  heard  my  colleague,  the 
gentlemanvfrom  Georgia  [Mr.  Forres¬ 
ter]  state,  Congresswoman  Blitch  is  the 
first  lady  froni  Georgia  to  serve  in  the 
House  of  Representatives.  When  she 
joined  the  Hous\  of  Representatives  as 
the  first  lady  to  sNve  in  that  body  from 
Georgia,  she  also  followed  another  ex¬ 
ample  that  Georgia  had  set  to  the  Nation 
by  sending  the  first  woman  to  serve  in 
the  Senate  of  the  United  states.  So  that 
she  and  Georgia  have  prbven  that  the 
ladies  have  a  definite  and  most  import¬ 
ant  part  in  the  political  coimpunity  of 
our  State. 

As  she  leaves  the  Congress,  it  Jmts  me 
in  mind  of  Francis  S.  Bartow,  of  Georgia, 
when,  as  a  Confederate  soldier  heNleft 
home  and  what  he  said  as  he  left  \js 
colleagues  and  friends  at  home  was  that) 
“I  go  to  Illustrate  Georgia.”  Francis  S.' 
Bartow  died  in  the  First  Battle  of  Ma¬ 
nassas.  Iris  Blitch  also  came  here  to 
illustrate  Georgia. 

Madam  Speaker,  I  thank  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Madam  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FORRESTER.  I  am  delighted  to 
yield  to  my  distinguished  colleague. 

Mr.  LANGEN.  Madam  Speaker,  I 
thank  my  colleague  for  yielding.  I  take 
this  time  so  that  I  may  join  my  distin¬ 
guished  colleagues  from  Georgia  in  pay¬ 
ing  a  proper  and  much  deserved  recogni¬ 
tion  to  the  services  of  our  colleague  from 
Georgia  [Mrs.  Blitch]. 

It  was  not  my  privilege  to  learn  to 
know  her  personally  real  well  during 
the  coui’se  of  my  service  here,  but  I 
should  say  that  it  would  have  been  im¬ 
possible  for  anyone  to  serve  here  for 
long  without  having  been  completely 
aware  of  her  effective,  untiring,  and 
dedicated  efforts.  I  know  that  many 
of  my  colleagues  on  this  side  of  the  aisl| 
who  have  had  occasion  to  serve  wi 
her  on  committees  and  to  work  witlyner 
on  the  many  projects  she  had  occasion 
to  support  have  recognized  her  dedica¬ 
tion  and  the  effectiveness  of  her  efforts 
on  so  many  noteworthy  occasions.  So 
to  that  degree  it  has  truly  b^en  my  loss 
that  I  did  not  have  the  opportunity  of 
benefiting  to  a  greater  decree  from  the 
extent  of  knowledge  and/aedication  that 
she  brought  to  this  House. 

On  occasions  of  tpis  kind  it  always 
occurs  to  me  that  tbrere  are  no  combina¬ 
tions  of  words  or/phrases  that  can  pos¬ 
sibly  pay  deserved  praise,  and  certainly 
not  compensate  for  this  kind  of  untir¬ 
ing  effort.  1 1  would  be  my  hope  that 
the  knowledge  might  be  conveyed  to  her 
that  the  results  and  fruits  of  her  efforts 
will  live  Jbrx  for  a  good  many  years  and 
will  be  Recognized  by  her  constituents  in 
the  district  she  served  so  effectively,  and 
ceryfinly  throughout  the  United  States 
ana  the  world. 

'l  should  like  to  add  on  behalf  of  my- 
fif  and  others  on  this  side  of  the  aisle 


our  very  fond  hope  that  the  future  may 
hold  for  her  a  very  generous  portion  of 
happiness. 

Mr.  FORRESTER.  Madam  Speaker, 
the  Georgia  delegation  generally  appre¬ 
ciates  the  splendid  remarks  of  our  col¬ 
league,  the  gentleman  from  Minnesota. 

Mr.  LIBONATI.  Madam  Speaker,  will 
the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FORRESTER.  I  would  be  most 
happy  to  yield  to  our  distinguished  col¬ 
league  from  Illinois,  one  who  has  the  re¬ 
spect  and  effection  of  every  member  of 
the  Georgia  delegation,  the  gentleman 
from  Illinois  [Mr.  Libonati]. 

Mr.  LIBONATI.  Madam  Speaker,  it 
is  difficult  to  speak  of  one  who  departs 
from  this  House  voluntarily  or  otherwise. 
The  profession  of  politics  is  a  difficult 
one.  It  is  not  easy  to  determine  the 
sacrifices  one  makes  in  following  a  career 
of  public  service  because  it  is  the  con¬ 
stant  application  of  one’s  service  to 
others.  This  is  doubly  so  for  a  woman 
who  enters  the  political  lists.  Certainly 
for  the  gentlewoman  from  Georgia  [Mrs, 
Blitch]  the  fact  of  her  having  the  con " 
fidence  of  her  constituency  over  the  yeRrs 
jmd  having  served  four  terms  in /this 
Ktongress  is  enough  evidence  as  to  the 
hMi  esteem  in  which  she  is  heltj'py  the 
electorate  of  her  district. 

Unfortunately,  her  healtly'gave  way 
under  me  stress  and  strain  that  even  the 
most  stmng  of  the  men  feel  at  times  in 
this  Hous\  as  evidenced  by  the  high 
casualties  that  occur. /When  one  sees 
the  retirement  of  a  woman  whose  forti¬ 
tude  and  strength  of  purpose  are  meas¬ 
ured  in  the  recoup  of  this  House,  who 
served  so  valianttykand  held  so  strongly 
to  her  undersjrandnag  of  other  people 
and  her  detenmnationJo  make  her  ideas 
felt  in  her  decisions,  being  strong  in  her 
attitude  toward  those  tmngs  which  she 
supported*;  one  cannot  find  fault  with 
such  a  Courageous  person.  \The  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Georgia,  who  hahserved  so 
consistently  without  any  reganl  to  per¬ 
sonal  reactions  on  legislation,  aWl  who 
Jju  so  with  honest  strength  and  thMeel- 
mg  that  what  she  was  doing  was  nfcht, 
deserves  the  commendation  of  all  Che 
Members  of  this  House  as  well  as  tm 
State  of  Georgia  and  the  Nation. 

Many  times  we  are  critical  of  others 
as  to  their  point  of  view.  But  if  one 
were  only  to  look  at  a  situation  or  a 
problem  through  the  eyes  of  that  person 
and  understand  the  situation  and  the 
community  as  that  person  does,  cer¬ 
tainly,  they  could  come  to  no  other  con¬ 
clusion.  Therefore,  I  rise  at  this  time 
to  pay  my  respects  to  her  loyalty  to  her 
causes  and  to  her  understanding  and  to 
her  work  over  the  years — qualities  that 
made  her  important  to  the  State  of 
Georgia  and  to  her  constituents  in  rep¬ 
resenting  their  problems  and  their  phi¬ 
losophies  on  the  floor  of  the  House  of 
Representatives  for  others  to  weigh  and 
to  adjudicate. 

I  thank  the  distinguished  gentleman 
from  Georgia  for  yielding  to  me  at  this 
time  and  extending  to  me  this  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  express  my  sincere  appreci¬ 
ation  of  this  fine  person. 

Mr.  FORRESTER.  Madam  Chairman, 
the  Georgia  delegation  is  highly  grateful 


to  the  gentleman  from  Illinois 
Libonati]  for  the  splendid  tribute /paid 
to  our  colleague,  Congressyoman 
Blitch. 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO 


ITEND 


Mr.  FORRESTER.  Madam  Speaker, 
I  ask  unanimous  consent/that  all  Mem¬ 
bers  may  have  5  legislative  days  in  which 
to  extend  their  remarks  on  the  character 
and  service  of  our  colleague,  the  gentle¬ 
woman  from  Georgia  [Mrs.  Blitch], 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mrs. 
Granahan)  .  vythout  objection,  it  is  so 
ordered. 

There  wasgio  objection. 

DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  APPRO¬ 
PRIATION  BILL,  1963 

NATCHER  submitted  the  follow¬ 
ing/  conference  report  and  statement  on 
tpie  bill  (H.R.  12276)  making  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  government  of  the  District 
of  Columbia  and  other  activities  charge¬ 
able  in  whole  or  in  part  against  the  reve¬ 
nues  of  said  District  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1963,  and  for  other  pur¬ 
poses  : 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  2548) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
12276)  making  appropriations  for  the  gov¬ 
ernment  of  the  District  of  Columbia  and 
other  activities  chargeable  in  whole  or  in 
part  against  the  revenues  of  said  District  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  and  for 
other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and 
free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend 
and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses 
as  follows: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend¬ 
ments  numbered  2,  4,  and  9. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate  num¬ 
bered  6,  13,  14,  15,  16,  17,  18,  20,  21,  22,  23, 
and  24,  and  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  3:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  3,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  "$57,587,800”;  and  the  Senate 
agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  5:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend- 
lent  of  the  Senate  numbered  5,  and  agree 
the  same  with  an  amendment,  as  follows: 
InVieu  of  the  sum  proposed  by  said  amend¬ 
ment  insert  “$57,248,400”;  and  the  Senate 
}  agree\n  the  same. 

The  Committee  of  conference  report  in  dis¬ 
agreement  amendments  numbered  1,  7,  8,  10, 
11,  12,  19,  26,  and  27. 

William  H.  Natcher, 

Alfred  E.  Santangelo, 
Plarence  Cannon, 
ihn  J.  Rhodes, 

J<3hn  Taber, 

Managers  o\the  Part  of  the  House. 

Robert  C.  Byrd, 

Carl  Eu^tden, 

Gale  w]>McGee, 

A.  Willis Nobertson- 

J.  Glenn  bIjall, 

Managers  on  the  Part\f  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  'Vie  House 
at  the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  12276)  leaking 
appropriations  for  the  government  of\the 
District  of  Columbia  and  other  activities 
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chargeable  in  whole  or  in  part  against  the 
revenues  of  said  District  for  the  fiscal  year 
endingdfune  30, 1963,  and  for  other  purposes, 
submitvhe  following  statement  in  explana¬ 
tion  of  tile  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon 
and  recommended  in  the  accompanying  con¬ 
ference  report  as  to  each  of  such  amend¬ 
ments,  namelj 

OP  TING  EXPENSES 


Amendment  No  1- 
penses:  Reported 


-General  operating  ex¬ 
disagreement.  It  is 
the  intention  of  th^.managers  on  the  part 
of  the  House  to  offeXa  motion  to  recede 
and  concur  with  an  amendment  which  will 
provide  an  appropriation\of  $15,974,250  in¬ 
stead  of  $16,005,000  as  proposed  by  the  House 
and  $15,992,600  as  proposed  oy  the  Senate. 

In  this  item  as  in  all  subsequent  cases  re¬ 
ductions  proposed  by  the  Senate  due  to  late 
passage  of  the  bill  have  been  agrbed  to.  In¬ 
creases  proposed  by  the  Senate  nave  been 
agreed  to  with  the  exception  of  $18,350  for 
a  realty  officer,  an  appraiser,  and  one  <Nerk. 

Amendment  No.  2 — General  operating  ex¬ 
penses:  Provides  $161,000  payable  fromNthe 
highway  fund  as  proposed  by  the  House 
stead  of  $179,350  as  proposed  by  the  Senate 

Amendment  No.  3 — Public  safety:  Appro-' 
priates  $57,587,800  instead  of  $57,560,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House  and  $57,676,400  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  conferees  have 
agreed  to  provide  for  10  additional  correc¬ 
tional  officers  in  the  amount  of  $28,500  in  lieu 
of  40  such  officers  provided  for  by  the  Senate. 
Other  revisions  made  by  the  Senate  in  the 
House  bill  have  been  approved  with  the  ex¬ 
ception  of  the  budget  clerk  in  the  Municipal 
Court. 

Amendment  No.  4 — Education:  Deletes 
language  proposed  by  the  Senate. 

Amendment  No.  5 — Education:  Appro¬ 
priates  $57,248,400  instead  of  $56,817,000  as 
proposed  by  the  House  and  $57,284,600  as 
proposed  by  the  Senate.  The  conferees  have 
approved  the  following  increases:  $192,300 
for  41  additional  teachers,  $61,800  for  addi¬ 
tional  counselors  and  $63,100  for  costs  related 
to  the  program  to  improve  education  for  cul¬ 
turally  deprived  children,  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate.  The  conferees  are  in  agreement  with 
the  proposal  of  the  Senate  to  provide  $135,- 
400  for  a  one-time  complete  replacement  of 
obsolete  textbooks,  but  the  additional 
amount  of  $25,000  proposed  by  the  Senate 
for  elementary  school  library  books  has  been 
denied.  Increases  provided  by  the  Senate  for 
2  librarians  in  elementary  schools  and  for 
membership  in  the  Research  Council  of  the 
Great  Cities  Program  have  been  denied. 

Amendment  No.  6 — Education:  Provides 
$574,200  for  the  development  of  vocational 
education  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  instead 
of  $576,700  as  proposed  by  the  House. 

Amendment  No.  7— Education:  Reports 
in  disagreement. 

Amendment  No.  8 — Parks  and  recreate 
Reported  in  disagreement. 

Amendment  No.  9 — Health  and 
Deletes  language  proposed  by  the 

Amendment  No.  10 — Health  anc 
Reported  in  disagreement. 

Amendment  No.  11 — Health  And  welfare: 
Reported  in  disagreement.  I^is  the  inten¬ 
tion  of  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
to  offer  a  motion  to  recedj/and  concur  with 
an  amendment  which/  will  appropriate 
$65,386,300  instead  of  $66,528,000  as  proposed 
by  the  House  and  $6Ey608,100  as  proposed  by 
the  Senate.  The  conferees  are  in  agreement 
with  the  action  of  Jhe  Senate  with  the  excep¬ 
tion  that  an  incj-fease  of  25  rather  than  50 
positions  is  provided  for  Junior  Village. 

In  agreeing/to  the  amount  of  $48,750  for 
the  continuation  of  the  Temporary  Home 
for  Soldiep$  and  Sailors  the  committee  of. 
conferenpfe  wishes  it  understood  that  next 
year  sc^jne  other  arrangement  for  financing 
ctivity  must  be  undertaken, 
iendment  No.  12 — Health  and  welfare: 
Reported  in  disagreement. 


welfare : 
late. 

?  welfare  : 


Amendments  Nos.  13,  14,  and  15 — Highways 
and  traffic:  Appropriate  $11,418,000,  of  whichf 
$7,652,126  shall  be  payable  from  the  highway!] 
fund  (including  $1,642,100  from  the  motor 
vehicle  parking  account) ,  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  instead  of  $11,470,000,  of  which 
$7,700,476  shall  be  payable  from  the  highway 
fund  (including  $1,644,000  from  the  motor 
vehicle  parking  account) ,  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Amendments  Nos.  16,  17,  and  18— Sanitary 
engineering:  Appropriate  $20,760,800  of 
which  $6,861,375  shall  be  payable  from  the 
water  fund  and  $3,936,650  shall  be  payable 
from  the  sanitary  sewage  works  fund  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  Senate  instead  of  $20,789,000, 
of  which  $6,872,975  shall  be  payable  from  the 
water  fund  and  $3,948,600  shall  be  payable 
from  the  sanitary  sewage  works  fund  as  pro¬ 
posed  by  the  House. 

CAPITAL  OUTLAY 

Amendment  No.  19— Capital  outlay:  Re¬ 
ported  in  disagreement. 

Amendment  No.  20 — Capital  outlay:  Pro¬ 
vides  $162,000  for  purchase  of  equipment  for 
new  school  buildings  as  proposed  by  the 
Senate  instead  of  $223,000  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

Amendments  Nos.  21,  22,  23,  and  24 — Capi¬ 
tal  outlay:  Appropriate  $49,451,000  of  which 
$14v500,000  shall  not  become  available  for  ex¬ 
penditure  until  July  1,  1963,  $9,871,142  shall 
be  payable  from  the  highway  fund  and  $1,- 
193,700\shall  be  available  for  constructloi  ' 
services  as  proposed  by  the  Senate  insteady 
$49,713, 000\of  which  $13,500,000  shall  not^be 
available  fo\  expenditure  until  July  l,/»963, 
$10,631,142  snail  be  payable  from  tharhigh- 
way  fund  and\$l,  158,700  shall  be  available 
for  constructionN^ervices  as  proposed  by  the 
House. 

The  committee  ofVonferenc.e  A agreed  that 
construction  of  the\Three  Ulsters  Bridge 
should  proceed  according  tA  the  plan  set 
forth  in  the  budget  in  tile yftmount  of  $300,- 
000  as  provided  in  the  biff^  Furthermore,  it 
is  the  view  of  the  comnffitVee  of  conference 
that  no  funds  allocated  to\the  District  of 
Columbia’s  highway  ^program 'shall  be  used 

for  the  constructiojjr of  the  Glover- Archbold 

Parkway.  The  committee  of  conrerence  fur¬ 
ther  recommendarthat  the  District  qf  Colum¬ 
bia  cooperate  ^n  the  preservation\of  this 
natural  park.. 

Amendment  No.  25 — Capital  outlay  ^Re¬ 
ported  in  jnsagreement. 

GENERAL  PROVISIONS 

Amendments  Nos.  26  and  27 — General  pro- 
visits:  Reported  in  disagreement. 

William  H.  Natcher, 

Alfred  E.  Santangelo, 
Clarence  Cannon, 

John  J.  Rhodes, 

John  Taber, 

Managers  on  the  part  of  the  House. 


FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF 
1962 

Mr.  FALLON  submitted  the  following 
conference  report  and  statement  on  the 
bill  (H.R.  12135)  to  authorize  appropria¬ 
tions  for  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965 
for  the  construction  of  certain  highways 
in  accordance  with  title  23  of  the  United 
States  Code  and  for  other  purposes:  - 

Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  No.  2549) 

The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendments  of  the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R. 
12135)  to  authorize  appropriations  for  the 
fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  for  the  construc¬ 
tion  of  certain  highways  in  accordance  with 
title  23  of  the  United  States  Code,  and  for 
other  purposes,  having  met,  after  full  and 
free  conference,  have  agreed  to  recommend 
and  do  recommend  to  their  respective  Houses 
as  follows: 


That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  amend¬ 
ments  numbered  1,  2,  and  14. 

That  the  House  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendments  of  the  Senate 
numbered  3,  4,  5,  7,  8,  9,  10,  11,  12,  13,  and 
15,  and  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  6:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  6,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  fol¬ 
lowing: 

“INTER-AMERICAN  HIGHWAY 

‘‘Sec.  4.  For  the  purpose  of  completing 
the  construction  of  the  Inter-American 
Highway,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be 
appropriated  the  additional  sum  of 
$32,000,000  to  be  expended  in  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  section  212  of  title 
23  of  the  United  States  Code:  Provided,  That 
no  part  of  such  sum  shall  be  obligated  in 
any  country  until  that  country  demon¬ 
strates,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary, 
that  it  is  capable  of  and  willing  to  meet  its 
commitment  for  maintenance  under  the 
agreements  entered  into  pursuant  to  the 
provisions  of  section  212(a)  (5)  of  title  23, 
United  States  Code.  Not  to  exceed 
$12,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  herein 
shall  be  available  for  contract  immediately 
upon  enactment  of  this  Act  in  compliance 
with  such  commitment,  except  that  such 
contract  authority  shall  be  reduced  by  such 
amounts  as  are  appropriated  for  construc¬ 
tion  of  the  Inter-American  Highway  by  the 
Eighty-seventh  Congress,  second  session.” 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

Amendment  numbered  16:  That  the  House 
recede  from  its  disagreement  to  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Senate  numbered  16,  and  agree 
to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as  follows: 
In  lieu  of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted 
by  the  Senate  amendment  insert  the  follow¬ 
ing: 

‘‘ALASKA  HIGHWAY  STUDY 

‘‘Sec.  13.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Commerce, 
in  cooperation  with  the  State  of  Alaska,  is 
hereby  authorized  to  make  engineering 
studies  and  estimates  and  planning  surveys 
relative  to  a  highway  construction  program 
for  the  State  of  Alaska,  and,  in  accordance 
with  treaties  or  other  agreements  to  be  nego¬ 
tiated  with  Canada  by  the  Secretary  of  State 
in  consultation  with  the  Secretary  of  Com¬ 
merce,  engineering  studies,  estimates,  and 
planning  surveys  relative  to  connecting  Alas¬ 
kan  roads  with  Canadian  roads  at  the  Inter¬ 
national  boundary. 

“(b)  On  or  before  May  15,  1964,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  shall  submit  a  report  to 
the  Congress  which  shall  include — 

“(1)  an  analysis  of  the  adequacy  of  the 
Federal-aid  highway  program  to  provide  for 
a  satisfactory  program. in  both  the  populated- 
and  the  undeveloped  areas  in  Alaska; 

“(2)  specific  recommendations  as  to  the 
construction  of  roads  through  undeveloped 
areas  of  Alaska  and  connection  of  such  roads 
with  Canadian  roads  at  the  International 
boundary;  and 

“(3)  a  feasible  program  for  implementing 
such  specific  recommendations,  including 
cost  estimates,  recommendations  as  to  the 
sharing  of  cost  responsibilities,  and  other 
pertinent  matters. 

"(c)  From  time  to' time,  either  before  or 
after  submission  of  the  report  provided  for 
in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  the  Secre¬ 
tary  of  Commerce  may  submit  recommenda¬ 
tions  to  the  Congress  with  respect  to  the 
construction  of  particular  highways  to  carry 
out  the  purposes  of  this  section. 

“(d)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  con¬ 
strued  as  creating  any  obligation  In  the 
Congress,  express  or  implied,  to  carry ,  out 
the  recommendations  referred  to  in  subsec¬ 
tions  (b)  and  (c). 

“(e)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  ap¬ 
propriated,  out  of  any  money  in  the  Treasury 
not  otherwise  appropriated,  to  be  available 
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■until  expended,  the  sum  of  $800,000  for  the 
purpose  of  making  the  studies,  surveys,  and 
report  authorized  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b) 
hereof.” 

And  the  Senate  agree  to  the  same. 

George  H.  Fallon, 

John  C.  Kluczynskx, 

Robert  E.  Jones, 

William  C.  Cramer, 

John  F.  Baldwin,  Jr. 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  House. 
Robert  S.  Kerr, 

Pat  McNamara, 

Jennings  Randolph, 

John  Sherman  Cooper, 

Hiram  L.  Fong, 

Managers  on  the  Part  of  the  Senate. 

Statement 

The  managers  on  the  part  of  the  House 
at  the  conference  on  the  disagreeing  votes 
of  the  two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of 
the  Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  12135)  to  author¬ 
ize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1964 
and  1965  for  the  construction  of  certain 
highways  in  accordance  with  title  23  of  the 
United  States  Code,  and  for  other  purposes, 
submit  the  following  statement  in  explana¬ 
tion  of  the  effect  of  the  action  agreed  upon 
by  the  conferees  and  recommended  in  the 
accompanying  conference  report: 

Amendment  No.  3:  The  House  bill  pro¬ 
vided  an  authorization  of  $16,000,000  for 
parkways  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1964.  Senate  amendment  No.  3  provided  for 
an  authorization  of  $16,550,000  for  such  pur¬ 
pose.  It  is  the  intention  of  the  conferees 
that  nothing  shall  be  construed  as  specifi¬ 
cally  earmarking  any  of  this  authorization 
for  particular  projects  in  particular  States. 
The  House  recedes. 

Amendment  No.  4:  The  House  bill  pro¬ 
vided  authorization  of  $3,000,000  for  public 
lands  highways  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1964,  and  $3,000,000  for  the  fiscal 
year  ending  June  30,  1965.  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  No.  4  provided  authorization  of  an 
additional  $6,000,000  for  public  lands  high¬ 
ways  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963; 
$9,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 
1964;  and  $9,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30,  1965.  It  is  the  intention  of 
the  conferees  that  nothing  shall  be  construed 
as  specifically  earmarking  any  of  this  au¬ 
thorization  for  particular  projects  in  partic¬ 
ular  States.  The  House  recedes. 


Amendment  No.  5:  The  House  bill  con¬ 
tained  no  comparable  provision.  Senate 
amendment  No.  5  provides  for  the  comple¬ 
tion  of  the  Rama  Road  with  an  additional 
authorization  of  $850,000  for  that  purpose. 
It  requires  that  survey  and  construction 
work  shall  be  under  the  supervision  of  the 
Secretary  of  Commerce  and  requires  the  ex¬ 
penditure  of  funds  to  be  under  the  condi¬ 
tions  set  forth  in  section  213  of  title  23  of 
the  United  States  Code  which  apply  to  the 
authorization  contained  in  that  section. 
It  also  authorizes  funds  to  be  available  for 
contract  immediately.  The  House  recedes. 

Amendment  No.  6 :  The  House  bill  contains 
no  comparable  provision.  Senate  amend¬ 
ment  No.  6  authorizes  an  additional  appro¬ 
priation  of  $32,000,000  for  the  completion  of 
the  Inter-American  Highway.  This  sum  is 
to  be  expended  in  accordance  with  section 
212  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code.  No 
part  of  that  sum  shall  be  obligated  in  any 
country  until  it  demonstrates  to  the  satis¬ 
faction  of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  that  it 
is  capable  of  and  willing  to  meet  its  com¬ 
mitment  for  maintenance.  These  sums  are 
authorized  to  be  available  for  contract  im¬ 
mediately  on  passage  of  the  Act  and  compli¬ 
ance  with  the  commitment.  The  House  re¬ 
cedes  with  an  amendment  which  is  identical 
with  the  Senate  amendment,  except  that 
there  is  imposed  a  restriction  of  not  to  ex¬ 
ceed  $12,000,000  on  the  contractual  author¬ 
ity,  with  the  further  limitation  that  this 
$12,000,000  contractual  authority  shall  be  re¬ 
duced  by  any  amounts  appropriated  for  the 
Inter-American  Highway  during  this  session 
of  the  Eighty-seventh  Congress. 

Amendment  No.  16:  Senate  amendment 
No.  16  requires  the  Secretary  of  Commerce 
to  make  engineering  studies  and  estimates 
and  planning  surveys  relative  to  the  Alaska 
highway  construction  program,  including 
possible  interconnections  between  Alaskan 
and  Canadian  highways,  requires  detailed 
reports  to  Congress,  authorizes  the  submis¬ 
sion  of  recommendations  to  Congress,  dis¬ 
claims  the  creation  of  any  obligation  on  the 
part  of  Congress  to  carry  out  these  recom¬ 
mendations,  and  authorizes  the  expenditure 
of  $800,000  to  carry  out  these  purposes.  The 
House  bill  contained  no  such  provision.  The 
House  recedes  with  an  amendment  which  is 
the  same  as  the  Senate  amendment  except 
for  clarification  of  certain  language  to  in¬ 
sure  that  there  is  no  authority  to  make  any 


extraterritorial  study,  estimate,  or  plan  of 
highways  in  Canada. 

Amendments  Nos.  7,  8,  9,  10,  11,  12,  13,  and 
15:  These  amendments  are  clerical;  the 
House  recedes. 

George  H.  Fallon, 

John  C.  Kluczynski, 
Robert  E.  Jones, 

William  C.  Cramer, 

John  F.  Baldwin,  Jr. 
Managers  on  the  part  of  the  House. 


justmont  of  annuities  paid  from  the  Dis- 
trict/x>f  Columbia  teachers’  retirement 
andf  annuity  fund : 

/  Conference  Report  (H.  Rept.  2550) 
f  The  committee  of  conference  on  the  dis¬ 
agreeing  votes  of  the  two  Houses  on  the 
amendment  of  the  House  to  the  bill  (S. 
1447)  to  amend  the  District  of  Columbia 
Teachers’  Salary  Act  of  1955,  as  amended, 
and  to  provide  for  the  adjustment  of  annui¬ 
ties  paid  from  the  District  of  Columbia 
teachers’  retirement  and  annuity  fund,  hav¬ 
ing  met,  after  full  and  free  conference,  have 
agreed  to  recommend  and  do  recommend  to 
their  respective  Houses  as  follows:  In  lieu 
of  the  matter  proposed  to  be  inserted  by  the 
House  amendment  insert  the  following: 

That  the  Senate  recede  from  its  disagree¬ 
ment  to  the  amendment  of  the  House  and 
agree  to  the  same  with  an  amendment  as 
follows : 

“title  i 

“Sec.  101.  The  Act  entitled  ‘An  Act  to  fix 
and  regulate  the  salaries  of  teachers,  school 
officers,  and  other  employees  of  the  Board  of 
Education  of  the  District  of  Columbia,  and 
for  other  purposes’,  approved  August  5,  1955 
(69  Stat.  521,  ch.  569),  as  amended,  is 
amended,  as  follows: 

“(1)  Section  1  is  amended  by  striking 
everything  after  the  first  sentence  and  in¬ 
serting  in  lieu  thereof  the  following  salary 
schedules : 


district  op  Columbia  teach¬ 
ers’  SALAR'XVAND  RETIREMENT 
AMENDMENT^  OF  1962 

Mr.  DOWDjf  submitted  the  following 
conference  report  and  statement  on  the 
bill  (S.  1447)  to  amend  the  District  of 
Columbia/Teachers’  Salary  Act  of  1955, 

n.s  n.mpnrflpd  and  to  nrnvirie  for  the  n  H  - 


“  ‘Salary  class  and  position 


Class  1:  Superintendent  of  Schools. 

Class  2:  Deputy  superintendent _ 

Class  3:  Assistant  superintendent:  president,  teachers  col¬ 
lege.  . . . . 

Class  4:  Director,  curriculum;  dean,  teachers  cy 
Class  5: 

Group  A,  bachelor's  degree. 

Group  B,  master’s  degree. .. 

Group  O,  master’s  degree  plus  30  crejjtft  hours. 

Chief  examiner. 

Director,  food  services. 

Director,  industrial  and  adi i)C  education. 

Executive  assistant  to  superintendent. 

Psychiatrist. 

Class  6: 

Group  B,  master’s  degree^ 

Group  C,  master’s  degrcyplus  30  credit  hours. 

Assistant  to  assistant  superintendent  (elementary 
schools).  / 

Assistant  to  assistant  superintendent  (junior  and 
senior  high  Softools). 

Assistant  to  /fssistant  superintendent  (general  re¬ 
search,  budget,  and  legislation). 

Assistant  /o  assistant  superintendent  (pupil  ap- 
praisaD^tudy,  and  attendance). 

Director  elementary  education  (supervision  and 
action). 

Direjrtor,  health,  physical  education,  athletics  and 

rm 

ifccutive  assistant  to  deputy  superintendent, 
rincipal,  elementary  school. 

^Principal,  junior  high  school. 

Principal,  senior  high  school. 

Principal,  vocational  high  school. 

Principal,  Americanization  School. 

Principal,  boys’  junior-senior  high  school. 

Principal,  Capitol  Page  School. 

Principal,  health  school. 

Principal,  laboratory  school. 

Principal,  veterans  high  school. 


Service 
step  X 

Service 
step  2 

Service 
step  3 

Service  \ 
step  4 

Service 
step  6 

Service 
step  6 

Service 
step  7 

Service 
step  8 

Service 
step  9 

$19,000 
16, 500 

14, 350 

$14,600 

$14, 850 

$15, 100 

$15,3te 

$15,  600 

$15,  850 

$16, 100 

$16, 350 

12,700 

12, 950 

13,200 

13,  450 

13,  70<S| 

13, 950 

14,200 

14, 450 

14,700 

11,000 

11, 250 

11,  500 

11, 750 

12,000 

\  12,250 

12,500 

12, 750 

13,000 

11,  500 

11,750 

12,000 

12,  250 

12,500 

\  12,  750 

13,000 

13,  250 

13,  500 

11,700 

11,  960 

12,200 

12, 450 

12,700 

N2.950 

13,200 

13, 450 

13,  700 

11,050 

11,300 

11,  550 

11,800 

12, 050 

12,300 

\  12,  550 

12,800 

13, 050 

11,250 

11, 500 

11,  750 

12,000 

12,250 

12,500 

>12,  760 

13,000 

13,  260 

1854 


CONGRESSIONAL  RECORD  —  HOUSE 


October  10 


\  “  ‘Salary  class  and  position 

Service 
step  1 

Service 
step  2 

Sorvice 
step  3 

Service 
step  4 

Service 
step  5 

Service 
step  6 

Service 
step  7 

Service 
step  8 

Service 
step  9  J 

Class  7:  \ 

Group  Blasters  degree . 

Group  C,  master’s  degree  plus  30  credit  hours . 

DircctorV'cmentary  education  (administration). 
Director  irWelemcntary  education. 

Director,  special  education. 

Class  8:  x 

Group  B,  master’sXegree . 

Group  C,  master’s  ax.rce  plus  30  credit  hours . 

Assistant  principal  elementary  school. 

Assistant  principal  ^junior  high  school. 

Assistant  principal,  sscior  high  school. 

Assistant  principal,  vo^tional  high  school. 

Assistant  principal,  Americanization  School. 
Assistant  principal,  healtl^chooi. 

Dean  of  students,  teachers sollege. 

Director,  school  attendance. \ 

Registrar,  teachers  college.  X 

Supervising  director,  adult  ediXition  and  summer 
school.  X 

Supervising  director,  athletics.  X 

Supervising  director,  curriculum.  X 

Supervising  director,  elementary  education  (super¬ 
vision  and  instruction) .  X 

Supervising  director,  reading  clinic,  X 

Supervising  director,  subject  field.  X 

Professor,  teachers  college.  X 

Olnss  0* 

Group  A,  bachelor’s  degree - - - 

Group  B,  master’s  degree . . 

Group  C,  master’s  degree  plus  30  credit  hours .  .  V 

Assistant  director,  food  services.  > 

Supervising  director,  audio-visual  instruction. 

Class  10: 

Group  B,  master’s  degree - - - . - 

Group  C,  master’s  degree  plus  30  credit  hours..  . 

Assistant  director,  ■  adult  education  and  summer 
schools. 

Statistician. 

Class  11: 

Group  B,  master's  degree. - - - - 

Group  C,  master’s  degree  plus  30  credit  hours - - 

Assistant  director,  audiovisual. 

Assistant  director,  practical  nursing. 

Assistant  director,  subject  field. 

Associate  professor,  teachers  college. 

Chief  librarian,  teachers  college. 

Supervisor,  elementary  education. 

Class  12: 

Group  B,  master’s  degree -  — .  - 

Group  O.  master’s  degree  plus  30  credit  hours -  —  . . 

Chief  attendance,  officer. 

Clinical  psychologist. 

Class  13: 

Group  B,  master’s  degree . . . . 

Group  C,  master’s  degree  plus  30  credit  hours.  ...  .. 
Assistant  professor,  teachers  college. 

Psychiatric  social  worker. 

Assistant  professor,  laboratory  school . 

*10, 350 
10, 550 

9,850 
10, 050 

8,940 

9,440 

9,640 

\  9. 030 
Xf,  230 

8. 620* 
8,820 

8.210 
8,  410 

7,  395 
7.  595 

$10,600 

10,800 

10, 100 
10,300 

9,190 

9,690 

9,890 

9,280 
9,  480 

V  8, 870 

X  9, 070 

8,460 
8,  666 

7,710 
7,  910 

$10, 860 
11, 050 

10, 350 
10, 550 

9,440 
9,940 
10, 140 

-9, 530 
9,730 

9, 120 
9, 320 

\  8,/) 
X  8/10 

/  8,0$5 
r  s.  22V 

$11, 100 
11,300 

10,600 

10,800 

9,690 
10, 190 
10,390 

9.780 

9,980 

9,  3/ 
9/0 

8,960 
9, 160 

8,340 
8,  540 

$11, 350 
11, 650 

10,850 
11, 050 

9,940 
10, 440 
10,640 

l/)30 
/)  230 

9,620 

9,820 

9,210 
9,  410 

8,655 
8,  855 

$11, 600 
11,800 

11, 100 
11, 300 

/ 10, 190 
/  10,690 
f  10, 890 

10, 280 
10,  480 

9,870 
10, 070 

9,460 

9,660 

8,970 
9, 170 

$11, 850 
12,060 

11,350 
11, 550 

10, 440 
10, 940 
11,140 

10, 530 
10,  730 

10, 120 
10,320 

9,710 

9,910 

9,285 

9,485 

$12, 100 
12,300 

11, 6irc 
11/00 

10,  G90 
11, 190 
11,390 

10,  780 
10,  980 

10, 370 
10,  570 

9,960 

10,160 

9,600 

9,800 

SA2, 360 
/12, 550 

11,860 

12,050 

10,  940 
11,440 
11,040 

11,030 

11,230 

10, 620 
10,  820 

10.  210 
10,  410 

9,915 
10, 115 

“  ‘Salary  class  and  position  / 

Service 
step  1 

Ser\\e 
step  2X 

Service 
step  3 

Service 
step  4 

Service 
step  5 

Service 
step  6 

Service 
step  7 

Class  14:  / 

Group  A,  bachelor’s  degree . — . - . . -/ . . . 

Group  B,  master’s  degree . - - -  - . . / - 

Group  C,  master’s  degree  plus  30  credit  horns.. . ./. - - - 

$6, 030 
6, 630 
6,730 

$6, 285 
6,785 
6,985 

\  $6,540 
\7,  040 
X240 

$6,  795 
7.  295 
7,495 

$7, 050 
7,550 
7,750 

$7, 305 
7,805 
8,005 

$7,  560 
8,060 
8,260 

“  ‘Salary  class  and  position 

Service 
step  8 

Service  ' 
step  9 

.  Service 

X  step  10 

Service 
step  11 

Service 
step  12 

Service 
step  13 

Class  14:  / 

$7, 815 
8,315 

8, 515 

$8,070 
8, 570 

8,  770 

$X.525 

8,825 

9,0& 

$8, 580 
9,080 

9,  280 

$8,  835 
9,335 
9,535 

$9,  090 
9,  590 
9,  790 

Group  Cj  master’s  degree  plus  30  credit  hour/ _  .  ...  .  . . . . 

“  ‘Salary  class  and  position 

Service 
step  1 

Service 
step  2 

Service 
step  3 

Service 
step  4 

Service 
step  5 

Ngervice 

Hope 

Service 
step  7 

Service 
step  8 

Class  15:  / 

Group  A,  bachelor’s  degree _ / _ 

Group  B,  master’s  degree _ /  _  _ _ 

Group  C,  master’s  degree  plu/o  credit  hours _ _ _ 

Attendance  officer.  / 

Consus  supervisor.  / 

School  psychologist./ 

Counselor,  element/y  and  secondary  schools. 

Instructor,  teache/ college. 

Instructor,  labo/ory  school. 

Child  labor  inspector. 

Counselor,  placement. 

Librarian,  /meritary  and  secondary  schools. 

Librarian/eacheis  college. 

Researcl/issi  stan  t . 

School /cial  worker. 

Spee/ correctionist. 

Co/inator  of  practical  nursing. 

T/ffier,  elementary  and  secondary  schools. 

$5,000 

5,500 

5,700 

$5,260 

5,760 

5,900 

$5,  520 
6,020 
6,220 

$5,735 
6, 235 
6,435 

$5,950 

6,450 

6,650 

$6,l\ 

6,66(N 

6,865 

$6, 380 
6,880 
V  7, 080 

$6, 595 
7,  095 
7,295 

_ _  —  — _ ~  ---- 
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HIGHLIGHTS:  Both  Houses  agreed  to  Conference  report  on  agricultural  appropriation 

bill,  Both  Houses  agreed  to  conference  report  onVoads  bill.  Senate  passed 
supplemental  appropriation  billyh  Sen.  Dirksen  criticized  farm  program.  Sen.  Morse 
urged  Tariff  Commission  action/to  restrict  lumber  imports. 


D 


1. 


SENATE 

SUPPLEMENTAL  APPROPRIATION  BILL,  1963.  Passed  with  amendments  this  bill,  H.  R. 
13290  (pp.  2^38-50).  Agreed  to  the  committee  amendments  en  bloc  which  in¬ 
cluded  items  for  this  Department  (see  Digest  184  for  a  summary  of  these  items) 
(pp.  21939^40).  Senate  conferees  were  appointed  (p.  21950).  This  bill  also 
include£j/$l  ,000 ,000  for  the  Department  of  Commerce  for  research  on  ’‘transporta¬ 
tion  policies,  $450,000  for  the  Department  of  Commerce  for  trade  adjustment 
assistance  to  import-injured  firms,  $500,000  for  the  Bureau  of  Outdoo~r~  Re  ere  a- 
tioj/,  and  $850,000  for  the  revolving  fund  of  the  Virgin  Islands  Corporation  to 
Lp  in  meeting  the  demands  for  electric  power  in  the  islands. 


2.  ROADS.  Both  Houses  agreed  to  the  conference  report  on  H.  R.  12135,  the  roads 
authorization  bill  for  1964  and  1965  (pp.  21919,  21969-70).  This  bill  will 
now  be  sent  to  the  President.  This  bill  includes  authorizations  for  forest 
highways  of  $33  million  for  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965,  and  for  forest  develop- 


-  2  - 


ment  roads  and  trails  an  additional  $10  million  for  fiscal  year  1963,  $70  mil¬ 


lion  for  fiscal  year  1964,  and  $84  million  for  fiscal  year  1965. 


3.  FARM  PROGRAM;  LEGISLATIVE  RECORD.  Sen.  Dirksen  reviewed  the  legislative  recoi 


or  this  session  of  Congress,  criticized  the  administration’s  farm  proposal! 
oth$r  aspects  of  the  administration’s  legislative  program,  and  stated  that 


'and 


II 


nevkr  in  the  history  of  the  Nation  has  the  Congress  spent  so  much  time 


accomplishing  so  little  as  it  did  in  the  2nd  session  of  the  87th  Congrj 
pp.  219^-11 


ss. 


n 


FORESTRY.  Sen.  Morse  urged  the  Tariff  Commission  to  take  action  to^restrict 
softwood  lunfoer  imports  from  Canada  and  expressed  his  disagreement  with  a  Tariff 
Commission  interpretation  that  provisions  of  the  Trade  Expansion  Act  of  1962 
varies  from  present  law  as  concerns  escape  clause  procedure,  /pp.  21919-22 


5.  FOREIGN  TRADE.  Sen\  Mansfield  inserted  the  President’s  statement  upon  his  sign¬ 
ing  of  the  Trade  Expansion  Act  of  1962  in  which  he  state / that  it  "is  the  most 
important  international  piece  of  legislation  ...  affecting  economics  since  the 
passage  of  the  MarshalrSj>lan."  p.  21927 


ELECTRIFICATION.  Sen.  Morse\inserted  a  letter  to  t/e.  editor  by  Clyde  T.  Ellis 
in  which  he  stated  that  a  story  on  the  Western  Stiates  Water  and  Power  Consumers1 
Conference  "failed  to  fully  aini  accurately  reflect  my  views  on  the  question  of 


the  threat  of  economic  dictator 
21954-5 


ship  by  the  commercial  power  companies."  pp, 


7.  CRANBERRIES.  Received  from  GAO  a  rel 
program,  AMS.  p.  21892 


>rt  o/  the  review  of  the  cranberry  indemnity 


8.  LEGISLATIVE  PROGRAM.  Sen.  Mansfield  ®tat?fcd  that  the  following  three  conference 
reports  will  probably  be  considered/on  Frc^:  public  works  appropriation  bill, 
public  works  authorization  bill,  and  supplemental  appropriation  bill.  p.  21954 


HOUSE 


9.  AGRICULTURAL  APPROPRIATION  MLL,  1963.  Both  HouseV  agreed  to  the  third  confer 
ence  report  on  items  in  disagreement  on  this  bill,  >1.  R.  12648,  and  acted  on 
four  amendments  further  Reported  in  disagreement  (ppk  21914,  21934-7,  21960-1,  (j 
22007,  22008-9).  This >oill  will  now  be  sent  to  the  President.  Attached  to  this 
Digest  is  a  copy  of  t/e  conference  report  on  the  actionSpf  the  conferees  on  the 
items  in  disagreement.  With  regard  to  Senate  amendment s\,4 7, 51,  and  53,  which 
were  further  reposed  in  disagreement,  the  following  actions  were  taken: 

No.  2:  Both  Rouses  receded  from  disagreement  and  agreed\o  an  amendment  as 
follows:  "For  Research  and  demonstrations  on  the  production  and  utilization  of 
agricultural  products,  home  economics,  and  related  research  anck services ,  and 
acquisition  of  land  by  donation,  exchange,  or  purchase  at  a  nominal  cost  not  to 
exceed  $100',  $77,473,000;  plus  additional  amounts  for  research  as\ollows: 
$325,000  for  staffing  new  research  laboratories,  $670,000  for  research  on  cost 
of  production,  and  $4,875,000  for  expanded  utilization  research;  and  ^lus  the 
following  amounts,  to  remain  available  until  expended,  for  construction,  al¬ 
teration  and  equipping  of  facilities;  $395,000  for  soil  and  water  research 
facilities  at  Sidney,  Montana,  $450,000  for  poultry  research  facilities  at  East 
Lansing,  Michigan,  $400,000  for  Mandan,  North  Dakota,  $125,000  for  the  Southern 
Piedmont  soil  and  water  facility,  $585,000  for  Tuscon,  Arizona,  $500, 0CP  for  the 
regional  tree  fruit  and  nut  crops  station  in  the  Southeast,  $165,000  for  the 
research  station  at  Carbondale,  Illinois,  and  $160,000  for  improvement  of  heat¬ 
ing,  water  and  electrical  systems  at  the  Agricultural  Research  Center  at  Belts- 
ville,  Maryland;  in  all,  $86,123,000." 
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Mr.  President,  the  Federal  Aid  High¬ 
way  Act  of  1962  is  a  good  bill,  and  is 
urgently  needed  to  keep  the  highway 
program  moving  forward.  It  will  permit 
immediate  apportionment  of  the  A-B-C 
funds  to  the  States,  and  allow  them  to 
award  contracts  and  proceed  with  their 
highway  work.  It  will  also  permit  ad¬ 
vancement  of  construction  on  impor¬ 
tant  roads  on  Federal  lands  and  reserva¬ 
tions  to  provide  for  their  full  develop¬ 
ment  and  utilization. 

Mr.  President,  I  move  that  the  con¬ 
ference  report  be  agreed  to. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  question  is  on  agreeing  to 
the  conference  report. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  will  the 
Senator  yield? 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  I  am  happy  to 
yield  to  the  Senator  from  Oregon. 

Mr.  MORSE.  Before  the  conference 
report  is  adopted,  I  wish  to  say  that,  as 
one  Senator,  I  think  I  speak  for  most,  if 
not  all,  my  colleagues  in  the  Senate  in 
expressing  my  appreciation  to  the  Sena¬ 
tor  from  Michigan  [Mr.  McNamara]  for 
his  very  wise  and  able  leadership  in  re¬ 
solving  the  differences  between  the  Sen¬ 
ate  and  the  House  in  regard  to  this 
measure.  This  bill  is  of  importance  not 
only  to  every  State  in  the  Union  from 
an  economic  standpoint,  but  important 
also  to  the  whole  country  from  the  stand¬ 
point  of  the  great  problem  which  con¬ 
fronts  us ;  namely,  the  shocking  record  of 
fatalities  on  the  highways.  I  am  told 
that  40,000  to.  50,000  persons  a  year  are 
killed  on  the  highways,  and  that  many 
times  that  number  are  seriously  injured, 
yet  the  highway  engineers  tell  us  over 
and  over  again  that  we  cannot  reduce 
the  fatalities  except  by  improving  the 
highways,  because  many  highways  can¬ 
not  accommodate  modern  automobiles. 

The  safety  programs  cannot  possibly 
cut  down  fatalities,  yet  there  has  been 
some  controversy  as  to  whether  we  ought 
to  put  a  dollar  sign  ahead  of  those  lives. 

I  commend  the  Senator  from  Michi¬ 
gan  for  the  social  conscience  which  has 
motivated  him,  in  my  judgment,  in  his 
leadership  on  this  bill,  because,  as  we 
pass  the  bill  this  afternoon,  we  are  prob¬ 
ably  taking  the  most  effective  safety  step 
we  can  take  toward  cutting  down  the 
shocking  loss  of  life  and  injuries  on 
American  highways. 

I  congratulate  the  Senator  again. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  I 
thank  the  Senator.  This  is  a  part  of  our 
highway  program  which,  I  think,  is  too 
often  overlooked  and  too  frequently  not 
recognized. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  question  is  on  agreeing  to  the 
conference  report. 

The  report  was  agreed  to.  j 


State.  Therefore,  Mr.  President,  I  time 
the  floor  to  discuss  my  understanding  of 
the  legislative  intent  of  the  Trade  Ex¬ 
pansion  Act  of  1962  which  wa/ passed 
by  this  distinguished  body  lasjz  week,  as 
it  applies  to  a  matter  presently  before 
the  U.S.  Tariff  Commissions 

This  trade  bill  was,  bv/its  very  com¬ 
prehensive  nature,  of  concern  to  a  great 
many,  and  I  might  addf  especially  to  the 
American  lumber  industry,  and  its  strong 
elements  in  the  great  Pacific  Northwest, 
as  to  the  effect  it  ^nild  have  on  its  strug¬ 
gle  for  equitablar  treatment  in  the  face 
of  foreign  atffacks  on  its  traditional 
domestic  markets. 

I  am  adyfsed  that  Chairman  Ben  D. 
DorfmanyOf  the  U.S.  Tariff  Commission, 
in  opening  the  lumber  industry  proceed¬ 
ing,  analyzed  the  elements  of  the  case 
and  interpreted  the  laws  with  respect  to 
th^iearing  and  the  potenital  Commis- 
siam  findings.  In  apprising  the  parties 
to  the  hearing  of  the  pertinent  laws, 
^Chairman  Dorfman  apparently  said  that 
there  was  a  difference  between  section  7 
of  the  Trade  Agreements  Act  and  section 
301(b)  of  the  newly  passed  Trade  Ex¬ 
pansion  Act  in  relation  to  how  the  Com¬ 
mission  must  consider  what  causes  or 
threatens  serious  injury.  Explaining  his 
interpretation  of  the  escape  clause  provi¬ 
sion  of  the  new  bill.  Chairman  Dorfman 
said: 

The  escape  clause  provisions  of  the  two 
acts  differ  also  with  respect  to  the  descrip¬ 
tion  of  the  injury  criteria  that  the  Tariff 
Commission  is  to  take  into  account.  The 
Trade  Expansion  Act  omits  reference  to  any 
of  the  injury  factors  specifically  enumerated 
in  section  7. 

The  Commission  should  not  mis¬ 
understand  legislative  intent  upon  this 
point  since  it  could  materially  affect 
both  the  presentation  of  pertinent  facts 
in  this  proceeding  and  the  arrival  at  a 
just  and  equitable  provision  for  relief. 

It  was  on  this  very  point  that  the  dis¬ 
tinguished  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Finance  Committee,  the  senior  Senator 
from  Virginia,  acting  as  floor  manager 
for  the  trade  bill,  assured  me  that  there 
was  no  intention  that  there  would  be  any 
difference  between  section  7  of  the  pres¬ 
ent  Trade  Agreement  Extension  Act  and 
Section  301(b)  of  the  new  bill  as  it  was 
passed  by  Congress.  The  Senators  will 
recall  that  I  asked  the  senior  Senator 
fromVyirginia,  floor  manager  for  the 
trade  BUI,  the  following  question : 

Does  tne  Senator  agree  with  me  that  In¬ 
sofar  as  asciding  what  economic  factors 
shall  be  considered  by  the  Tariff  Commis¬ 
sion  in  deteiTaining  injury  to  a  domestic 
industry,  there^is  no  difference  between 
301(b)  of  the  pending  bill  and  section  7  of 
the  Trade  Agreement  Extension  Act? 

The  senior  Senator  from  Virginia  an¬ 
swered  in  the  affirmative.  He  said: 


1962 

FEDERAL-AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF 
1962— CONFERENCE  REPORT 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  I 
submit  a  report  of  the  committee  of  con¬ 
ference  on  the  disagreeing  votes  of  the 
two  Houses  on  the  amendments  of  the 
Senate  to  the  bill  (H.R.  12135)  to  au¬ 
thorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years 
1964  and  1965  for  the  construction  of 
certain  highways  in  accordance  with 
title  28  of  the  United  States  Code  and  An¬ 
other  purposes.  I  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  for  the  present  consideration  of  the 
report. 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  The  report  will  be  read  for  the 
information  of  the  Senate. 

The  legislative  clerk  read  the  report. 

(For  conference  report,  see  House  pro¬ 
ceedings  of  October  10,  1962,  pp.  21852- 
21853,  Congressional  Record.) 

The  ACTING  PRESIDENT  pro  tem¬ 
pore.  Is  there  objection  to  the  present 
consideration  of  the  report? 

There  being  no  objection,  the  Senate 
proceded  to  consider  the  report. 

Mr.  McNAMARA.  Mr.  President,  the 
report  was  agreed  to  by  all  the  conferees 
of  both  Houses,  and  signed  by  all  the 
members  of  the  conference  committee. 

The  action  of  the  conferees  may  be 
summarized  as  follows: 

The  authorization  for  A-B-C  funds 
for  fiscal  year  1965  of  $975  million  was 
approved,  as  included  in  the  House 
passed  bill,  rather  than  $950  million  ap¬ 
proved  by  the  Senate. 

The  House  figure  of  $10  million  addi¬ 
tional  funds  for  forest  development 
roads  and  trails  for  fiscal  year  1963  was 
approved,  rather  than  $20  million  as 
approved  by  the  Senate. 

The  Senate  amendment  increasing  the 
funds  for  parkways  for  fiscal  year  1964 
by  $550,000  was  approved.  The  House 
managers  insisted  on  inclusion  in  their 
report  a  statement  that  nothing  shall 
be  construed  as  specifically  earmarking 
any  of  the  authorization  for  parkways 
for  particular  projects  in  any  State. 

The  increased  authorization  of  $18 
million  for  Public  Lands  Highways  for 
fiscal  years  1963,  1964,  and  1965,  was 
approved  by  the  conferees,  with  a  sim¬ 
ilar  statement  in  the  House  managers’ 
report  on  earmarking  any  of  the  funds 
for  specific  projects. 

An  authorization  of  $850,000  for  com¬ 
pletion  of  the  Rama  Road  in  Nicaragua 
was  approved,  as  passed  by  the  Senate. 

The  authorization  of  an  additional 
amount  of  $32  million  for  completion  of 
the  Inter-American  Highway  was  ap¬ 
proved.  The  contract  authority  was 
limited  to  $12  million,  such  contractual 
authority  to  be  reduced  by  any  amounts 
appropriated  for  the  Inter-American 
Highway  during  this  session  of  Congress. 

The  language  in  the  House  bill  on  the 
use  of  0.5  percent  of  A-B-C  funds  for 
each  fiscal  year  beginning  with  1964,  for 
highway  research,  planning,  and  other 
purposes,  was  agreed  to  by  the  conferees. 

The  provision  for  a  study  of  highway 
matters  in  Alaska  and  interconnections 
between  Alaskan  highways  and  Cana¬ 
dian  highways  at  the  international 
boundary,  was  agreed  to  by  the  con¬ 
ferees. 


LUMBER  IMPORTS  AND  THE  TRADE 
ACT 

Mr.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  have 
told  the  majority  leader  that  when  he 
needed  time  for  a  little  off-the-floor 
negotiating  on  other  matters,  I  would 
use  some  time — not  very  much — to  pre¬ 
sent  a  lumber  matter  which  is  of  vital 
concern  to  the  lumber  industry  of  my 


The  Tariff  Commissioi^shall  consider  all 
relevant  economic  factors  Snd  in  this  respect 
the  criteria  for  determinin^dnjury  does  not 
differ  in  any  way  from  the  pi«sent  law. 

To  further  support  this  interpretation 
of  the  Trade  Expansion  Act  ei  1962,  I 
call  attention  to  pages  10  and  FL  of  Re¬ 
port  No.  2059  which  is  a  SenateVreport 
on  the  trade- bill.  The  report  statesvand 
I  quote:  \ 
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'•-The  language  in  the  hill  which  modifies 
present  law,  as  it  relates  to  the  criteria  for 
determining  injury  in  an  escape  clause  pro¬ 
ceeding  before  the  Tariff  Commission,  Is  to 
make  perfectly  clear  that  all  relevant  eco¬ 
nomic  factors  should  be  considered.  In  this 
respect  tbS criteria  for  determining  injury 
does  not  diker  from  present  law. 


It  is  clear\then,  that  the  new  trade 
bill  had  no  intention  of  changing  the 
criteria  for  detamiining  injury  in  cases 
before  the  Tariff  ^Commission.  Because 
lumbermen  of  my  State  have  been  be¬ 
fore  the  Tariff  Commission  and  their 
case  is  presently  beingVonsidered  by  the 
Tariff  Commission  at  tms  very  moment, 
I  thought  it  was  important  that  I  make 
perfectly  clear  my  feeling  xn  the  matter 
and  my  view  of  the  legislative  intent  of 
the  trade  bill.  It  is  important  that  the 
Commission,  in  the  final  analSs,  con¬ 
sider  all  the  economic  factors  Nbefore 
making  a  recommendation  to  the  Bresi- 
dent  as  to  what  he  should  do  in  invo^ng 
the  “escape  clause”  provision  or  tke 
other  useful  provisions  in  this  act. 

My  colleagues  in  the  Senate  know  how 
hard  we  in  the  Northwest  have  fought 
for  the  lumber  industry  of  our  States, 
of  the  Pacific  Northwest,  and  of  the 
United  States.  It  is  quite  clear,  with  the 
importation  of  Canadian  softwood  lum¬ 
ber  into  this  country  reportedly  taking 
close  to  17  percent  of  our  total  domestic 
market,  that  something  must  be  done. 
Loggers,  woodsmen,  and  lumbermen, 
mills  and  communities  feel  the  effect  of 
competition  from  Canadian  softwood 
lumber.  We  cannot  afford  to  weaken 
our  own  economy  by  exporting  American 
lumber  jobs  to  Canada. 

I  think  the  proper  procedure  has  been 
for  the  lumber  industry  to  take  its  case 
to  the  Tariff  Commission,  and  I  urged 
that  this  be  done. 

At  the  Portland,  Oreg.,  hearings  earlier 
this  year  I  cross-examined  witnesses 
representing  the  lumber  industry.  I 
sought  to  elicit  from  them  why  they  had 
not  filed  a  request  for  a  hearing  before 
the  Tariff  Commission.  Whatever  the 
reasons,  the  fact  is  that  on  the  basis  of 
that  discussion  they  reached  a  decision 
that  they  would  proceed  forthwith  to  pre¬ 
pare  their  application  for  hearings  before^ 
the  Tariff  Commission:  They  coi 
pleted  that  application  and  the  hearings 
now  going  on  are  the  result.  Their 
case  is  now  being  heard  by  the  ^Tariff 
Commission. 

I  hope  that  the  Commissior^will  act 
expeditiously,  as  requested  bwthe  Presi¬ 
dent,  so  that  a  prompt  and  equitable  so¬ 
lution  can  be  found. 

I  propose  to  do  all  tha yi  can  to  assist 
the  lumber  industry  in  its  efforts  in 
getting  relief.  / 

As  I  said  on  the  fldor  of  the  Senate,  if 
it  becomes  necessary,  I  will  be  back  in 
January  with  proposed  legislation  to  as¬ 
sist  the  industr 

In  my  earlie?  speeches  on  this  subject, 
I  outlined  spine  of  the  proposed  legisla¬ 
tion  that  Jt'  shall  introduce  in  January 
if  the  Canadian  Government  does  not  see 
the  fairness  and  wisdom  of  arriving  at  a 
reasopdble  voluntary  arrangement  with 
theyCTnited  States  on  lumber.  In  my 
jujjgment  the  application  of  industrial 
itesmanship  and  trade  statesmanship 


could  produce  an  arrangement  which 
will  be  helpful  to  both  industries.  I  am 
told  the  Canadians,  too,  contend  that 
their  industry  is  not  in  the  best  condi¬ 
tion.  Well,  it  is  doing  all  right.  I  sug¬ 
gest  it  could  do  better  if  it  will  cooperate, 
for  the  real  issue  is  to  expand  the  use 
and  market  for  wood. 

Today  I  sent  a  letter  to  the  Chairman 
of  the  Tariff  Commission,  Mr.  Ben  Dorf- 
man,  setting  forth  my  views  as  to  what  I 
understand  is  his  interpretation  of  the 
recently  passed  trade  bill  as  reported 
when  the  lumber  hearings  opened  on 
October  4.  His  reported  present  inter¬ 
pretation  is  at  variance  with  my  under¬ 
standing  of  the  interpretation  we  in  both 
Houses  of  Congress,  place  on  the  act.  I 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  a  copy  of 
my  letter  to  the  Chairman  of  the  Com¬ 
mission  be  printed  at  this  point  in  my 
remarks. 

There  being  no  objection,  the  letter 
was  ordered  to  be  printed  in  the  Record, 
as  follows: 

October  10,  1962. 

Ion.  Ben  D.  Dorfman, 

•^airman,  U.S.  Tariff  Commission, 
shington,  D.C. 

DIsar  Mr.  Chairman:  The  current  hearii 
befork  the  Tariff  Commission  to  determine 
whether  there  is  sufficient  reason  to  r&fom- 
mend  tdcthe  President  that  he  invoke  the 
escape  clause  of  the  General  Agreements 
on  Tariffs  and  Trade  with  respect  to'softwood 
lumber  importations  from  Canacht  is  fraught 
with  significance  for  my  constituents  in  Ore¬ 
gon  and  indeN,  throughoqg  the  Pacific 
Northwest. 

I  interpret  your  keening  statement  in  that 
proceeding  to  indicate  J/nat  you  consider 
that  the  Trade  Expsu^on  Act  of  1952,  as 
passed  by  the  CongreJ^^aries  from  present 
law  as  concerns  escape  cWiuse  procedure.  I 
have  difficulty  reconciling  Ibis  interpretation 
with  the  legislative  histor^of  the  bill  in 
the  Senate. 

There  are,  odiously,  many  differences  be¬ 
tween  the  Trjftie  Agreements  Act  Sud  the  new 
Trade  Expansion  Act.  I  believeXhowever, 
that  a  complete  review  of  the  language  and 
legislative  history  of  the  bill  now  Vi  the 
White ^ouse  will  reveal  that  the  differfcices 
are  mnncipally  confined  to  the  tariff  cutting 
autfiifority  and  assistance  relief.  The  sNc- 
tiara  referred  to  in  your  opening  remarks  ol 
le  present  proceeding,  section  7  of  the' 
rade  Agreements  Act,  does  not  vary  ma¬ 
terially  from  section  301(b)  of  the  Trade 
Expansion  Act.  You  suggest  that  the  dif¬ 
ferences  are  such  that  the  criteria  for  apply¬ 
ing  for  relief  under  the  escape  clause  pro¬ 
vision  of  the  new  act  will  make  a  substantial 
difference  in  the  present  proceeding. 

I  invite  your  attention  to  the  colloquy 
between  Senator  Harry  F.  Byrd,  chairman 
of  the  Senate  Finance  Committee,  and  my¬ 
self  when  the  present  bill  was  debated  on 
the  floor  of  the  Senate  September  18,  1962. 

Specifically,  I  asked  Senator  Byrd:  “Is  it 
intended  that  the  Tariff  Commission  shall 
consider  all  relevant  economic  evidence  of 
injury  to  a  domestic  industry  in  an  escape- 
clause  case?”  The  chairman  of  the  Senate 
Finance  Committee  answered  in  the  affirma¬ 
tive. 

During  the  floor  colloquy  I  asked  the  Fi¬ 
nance  Committee  chairman  if  there  would 
be  any  difference  between  section  301(b)  of 
the  new  bill  and  section  7  of  the  old  law  in 
determining  injury  to  a  domestic  industry. 
Senator  Byrd  replied:  “The  Tariff  Commis¬ 
sion  shall  consider  all  relevant  economic 
factors,  and  in  this  respect  the  criteria  for 
determining  injury  does  not  differ  in  any 
way  from  present  law.” 


Yjm  will  agree,  I  am  sure,  that  the  legis- . 
lative  intent  differs  from  your  statement 
“The  escape-clause  provisions  of  the  tvfo 
acts  differ  also  with  respect  to  the  desciap- 
tion  of  injury  criteria  that  the  Tariff  JOom- 
missioivifffe  to  take  into  account.”  I  respect¬ 
fully  suggest  that  through  this  statement, 
you  have  inadvertently  misinterpreted  the 
legislative  intent  as  the  law  yra. s  written 
and  specifically  commented  upon  by  the 
legislative  branch  of  the  Government. 

It  may  be  helpful  in  your /consideration  of 
the  problem  if  you  woulcLAefer  to  the  col¬ 
loquy  between  the  floor  manager  of  the  Trade 
Expansion  Act  in  the  Senate  and  the  senior 
Senator  from  Oregon.  A  am  enclosing  a  copy 
of  the  colloquy  as  reported  in  the  Congres¬ 
sional  Record  for  Your  reference. 

The  industry  cn  my  State  is  vitally  in¬ 
terested  in  full  Protection  of  the  rights  given 
to  it  by  legislation  before  your  Commission. 

It  seeks  only' that  it  be  given  every  oppor¬ 
tunity  to  establish  its  just  claims  within  the 
scope  ancWntent  of  the  law. 

I  am  /Satisfied  that  you  and  your  fellow 
commissioners  will  conduct  a  fair  and  com¬ 
prehensive  hearing  into  the  lumber  problem 
as  i/C  involves  the  importation  of  Canadian 
softwood  lumber.  It  is  essential,  however, 
rat  the  basic  rules  under  which  the  hearing 
'is  conducted  and  the  finding  prepared  be 
clearly  within  the  intent  of  the  Congress  in 
drafting  and  passing  the  Trade  Expansion 
Act  of  1962.  j 

With  some  17  percent  of  the  total  domestic  ' 
consumption  of  softwood  lumber  in  the 
United  States  coming  from  Canadian  sources, 

I  am  sure  you  can  understand  my  compelling 
interest  in  the  recommendation  the  Tariff 
Commission  will  make  to  the  President  with 
respect  to  this  mounting  problem  which  is 
taking  jobs  and  closing  mills  in  my  State. 

This  case  may  well  be  the  first  one  decided 
under  the  new  trade  bill.  Certainly  it  will 
be  the  first  major  case.  The  decision  you 
make  will  involve,  therefore,  more  than  the 
lumber  industry.  It  will  be  widely  inter¬ 
preted  as  setting  the  tone  for  the  approach 
that  will  be  taken  to  trade  adjustment  issues. 

This  will  then  be  a  landmark  decision  and 
management  and  labor  alike,  all  across  this 
land  will  begin  to  form  opinions  on  the  ef¬ 
fectiveness  of  our  new  trade  policy. 

As  a  man  elected  to  represent  the  Nation’s 
leading  lumber -producing  State,  I  have  a 
deep  interest  in  the  issue  now  before  you. 

In  my  broader  capacity  as  a  U.S.  Senator, 

I  have  an  equal  obligation  to  the  national 
interest. 

Sincerely  yours,  . 

Wayne  Morse.  < 

Ir.  MORSE.  Mr.  President,  I  wish  to 
maV:  perfectly  clear  that  I  have  con¬ 
sider!  the  problem  before  my  State  to 
be  a  nonpartisan  matter.  The  issue  in 
my  Staae  is  of  interest  not  only  to  the 
lumber  mUl  owners  and  workers  in  the 
mills  and  irkthe  forests,  but  also  of  great 
concern  to  ail  segments  of  the  economy 
of  Oregon.  On  a  nonpartisan  basis  it 
is  of  great  concern  to  both  Democrats 
and  Republican^  irrespective  of  their 
political  afQliationS 


Mr  President,  eve\  though  the  Gov¬ 
ernor  and  I  are  of  different  parties,  and 
even  thought  I  am  Supporting  en¬ 
thusiastically  the  Democratic  opponent 
of  the  Governor  in  the  preNht  campaign 
in  my  State,  I  think  I  owe  iluto  the  Gov¬ 
ernor,  to  the  lumber  industry,  and  to 
the  people  of  my  State  to  make  clear 
in  the  Record  that  Republicans  and 
Democrats  alike  here  in  the  Congress 
are  greatly  concerned  about  the Eco¬ 
nomic  injustice  that  the  lumber  indus¬ 
try  is  suffering  at  the  hands  of  the  CaV 
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available  for  purchase  of  furniture  and 
juipment  for  new  dormitories  at  the  Dis- 
gt  of  Columbia  Village.” 

NATCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motton. 

The ojlerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Nawbier  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  25  and  concur  therein. 

The  motionVvas  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  report  t\je  next  amendment  in 
disagreement. 

The  Clerk  read  asVollows : 

Senate  amendment  No.  56:  On  page  12,  line 
4,  strike  out  "seventy  five\  and  insert  “one 
hundred  and  twenty-five  (finw  for  investiga¬ 
tors  in  the  Department  of  PuBdic  Welfare)  ”. 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  SpeaVgr,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Natcher  moves  that  the  House  Yecede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  26  and  concur  there 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  The 
Clerk  will  report  the  next  amendment  in 
disagreement. 


The  Clerk  read  as  follows : 

Senate  amendment  No.  27:  On  page  15, 
line  4,  insert:  "Sec.  16.  The  salary  of  the 
Controller  for  the  Department  of  Public 
Welfare  shall  be  at  the  rate  of  Grade  GS-16 
and  the  Commissioners  are  authorized  to 
appoint  supervisors  of  investigators  for  the 
Department  of  Public  Welfare  at  Grade  GS- 
11  and  investigators  at  Grade  GS-9.” 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  offer 
a  motion. 

The  Clerk  read  as  follows: 

Mr.  Natcher  moves  that  the  House  recede 
from  its  disagreement  to  the  amendment  of 
the  Senate  numbered  27  and  concur  thereinu 

The  motion  was  agreed  to. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Without 
objection,  a  motion  to  reconsider  the 
votes  by  which  action  was  taken  on  the 
several  motions  is  laid  on  the  table. 

There  was  no  objection.  . 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  include  in  the 
Record  a  chart  concerning  the  operating 
expenses  and  capital  outlay  at  this  point. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle- 
lan  from  Kentucky? 

^There  was  no  objection. 

le  matter  referred  to  follows: 


District  of  Columbia  appropriation  bill,  1963 


Item 

Budget 

estimate 

Passed 

House 

Passed 

Senate 

Confetence 

Conference  action  compared  with—  I 

actidfc 

Budget 

estimate 

House 

Senate  I 

Operating  expenses _ 

Capital  outlay _ 

Total _ _ 

$242, 428, 200 
67, 733, 278 

$237, 546, 000 
52, 513, 000 

$237, 002, 300 
62, 251, 000 

$236, 735, 350 
52, 251, 000 

692, 850 
-5V82, 278 

-$810, 660 
-262, 000 

-$266, 950  I 

300, 161, 478 

290, 059, 000 

289, 253, 300 

288, 986, 350 

-11, 17^28 

-1, 072, 650 

-266, 950  I 

basic  law  and  understanding  of  the  ABC 
system,  on  a  rate  of  $25  million  per  year 
going  to  $1  billion  at  that  rate. 

Therefore,  the  conferees  agreed  to  ac¬ 
cept  the  House  version  of  the  1960  au¬ 
thorization  for  ABC  at  $950  million;  that 
the  1965  authorization  shall  be  $975  mil¬ 
lion,  that  being  $25  million  over  the  Sen¬ 
ate  version.  Those  of  us  on  the  commit¬ 
tee  have  felt  for  some  time  that  this 
having  been  understood  and  agreeable 
to  the  committee  and  in  the  basic  au¬ 
thorization,  this  should  be  complied  with 
and  that  all  the  States  could  rely  on  this. 

On  parkways  $550,000  was  added  but, 
consistent  with  my  views  and  those  of  the 
conferees  on  the  House  side  the  Senate 
receded  on  the  question  of  earmarking 
funds  in  the  parkways  program.  I  have 
been  opposed  and  remain  opposed  in  this 
program,  which  is  traditionally  a  lump 
sum  amount  program,  to  earmarking 
projects. 

On  the  public  lands  highways  the  con¬ 
ferees  acceded  to  the  Senate  position. 
On  the  Inter-American  Highway  the 
amendments  of  the  House  conferees 
were  agreed  to. 

On  the  Alaskan  Highway  study  au¬ 
thorization,  pursuant  to  the  House  bill, 
the  conferees  took  the  language  requested 
by  the  House  conferees,  to  make  certain 
that  the  studies  that  are  made  would 
not  authorize  either  in  the  form  of 
studies  or  by  implication  future  con¬ 
struction  of  any  highways,  extraterri¬ 
torial  highways,  highways  outside  the 
territorial  limits  and  boundaries  of 
Alaska.  But  it  does  permit  consideration 
to  be  given  to  how  highways  shall  be 
connected  up  with — obviously  the  Cana¬ 
dian  highways. 


GENERAL  LEAVE  TO  EXTEND 

Mr.  NATCHER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  revise  and  extend 
my  own  remarks;  and  that  all  Members 
have  3  legislative  days  to  extend  their 
remarks  in  the  Record. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Kentucky? 

There  was  no  objection. 


FEDERAL  AID  HIGHWAY  ACT  OF  1962 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (H.R. 
12135)  to  authorize  appropriations  for 
the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965  for  the 
construction  of  certain  highways  in  ac¬ 
cordance  with  title  23  of  the  United 
States  Code,  and  for  other  purposes,  and 
ask  unanimous  consent  that  the  state¬ 
ment  of  the  managers  on  the  part  of  the 
House  be  read  in  lieu  of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill.  , 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore.  Is  there 
objection  to  the  request  of  the  gentleman 
from  Maryland? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
see  proceedings  of  the  House  of  October 
10, 1962.) 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  dif¬ 
ference  between  the  bill  the  House  passed 
and  the  bill  passed  by  the  other  body 
amounted  to  $51,400,000  more  than  the 
House  bill,  as  we  came  out  of  conference. 


The  additions  put  in  on  the  Senate 
side  to  which  the  House  agreed  were, 
Public  Lands  and  Highways,  for  3  years, 
in  the  amount  of  $18  million;  an  increase 
of  $550,000  on  parkways;  and  $850,000 
for  the  completion  of  the  Rama  Road. 
Also  $32  million  for  the  American  High¬ 
way  completion  and  $800,000  for  the 
Alaskan  study. 

Mr.  Speaker,  the  committee  held  hear¬ 
ings  on  all  these  items  that  were  not  in 
the  House  bill  that  were  included  in  the 
Senate  bill.  The  conferees  were  very 
familiar  with  the  need  for  these  items 
that  were  included  in  the  House  bill  to 
which  the  conferees  receded  and  con¬ 
curred  in  the  Senate  amendments. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  wish 
to  congratulate  the  gentleman,  the 
chairman  of  this  very  important  sub¬ 
committee,  who  has  given  great  leader¬ 
ship  throughout  the  years  to  this  high¬ 
way  legislation.  This  conference  comes 
back  with  a  unanimous  agreement.  I 
think  the  conferees  accomplished  some 
good  end  results.  We  certainly  did  not 
capitulate  to  the  other  body.  For  in¬ 
stance,  we  took  out  $10  million  that  had 
been  put  in  for  forest  roads  and  trails. 
The  other  body  had  increased  the  amount 
from  $10  million  to  $20  million.  We  were 
able  to  get  the  conferees  to  agree  on  the 
ABC  authorizations  consistent  with  the 


Mr.  Speaker,  I  think  it  is  a  good  con¬ 
ference  report  and  I  recommend  its 
adoption. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  3 
minutes  to  the  gentleman  from  Cali¬ 
fornia  [Mr.  Baldwin]. 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  Mr.  Speaker,  it  has 
been  a  privilege  to  serve  on  the  commit¬ 
tee  of  conference  which  was  headed  on 
the  House  side  by  the  gentleman  from 
Maryland  [Mr.  Fallon],  It  has  been  a 
privilege  to  serve  with  him  for  the  last  8 
years  on  the  Roads  Subcommittee  of  the 
House  Committee  on  Public  Works.  I 
have  admired  his  fairness  and  integrity 
in  all  the  hearings  and  executive  sessions 
and  all  the  negotiations  on  this  highway 
bill.  The  House  was  represented  ably  by 
our  House  conferees  headed  by  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Maryland  [Mr.  Fallon]  in 
the  conference. 

I  share  the  views  of  all  the  other  con¬ 
ferees  who  have  spoken  that  this  is  a 
fair  and  equitable  conference  report. 
There  was  a  point  in  this  session  where 
there  was  some  doubt  as  to  whether  the 
Senate  was  going  to  request  any  confer¬ 
ence  on  the  highway  bill  and  there  was 
considerable  concern  on  the  part  of  many 
.of  the  State  highway  departments  that 
possibly  Congress  might  not  take  any  ac¬ 
tion  on  this  bill  this  year.  From  a  date 
standpoint  this  bill  could  have  been  car¬ 
ried  over  to  January  because  it  applies 
to  the  fiscal  years  1964  and  1965,  but  as 
a  practical  matter  many  of  the  depart¬ 
ments  need  a  good  deal  of  leadtime  for 
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advance  engineering  designs  and  plans 
and  to  take  the  necessary  time  to  put  in 
their  own  budgets  the  amounts  they  will 
require  from  Federal  funds.  Therefore, 
from  the  standpoint  of  keeping  the  Fed¬ 
eral-State  highway  program  moving  as 
quickly  as  possible,  it  is  highly  desirable 
that  we  pass  this  legislation  now  in  this 
session  of  Congress. 

I  am  glad  we  have  been  able  to  arrive 
at  an  agreement  and  bring  it  back  to  the 
House  in  time  for  passage  before 
adjournment. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man  from  Florida. 

Mr.  CRAMER.  I  think  it  might  be 
well  to  point  out  that  as  in  the  case  of 
parkways  the  conferees  also  agreed  that 
on  public  lands  highways  where  there 
was  a  substantial  increase  in  funds,  even 
though  the  Senate  report  contains  spe¬ 
cific  States  where  this  amount  was  con¬ 
templated  to  be  spent,  it  was  the  view 
of  the  conferees  on  our  side,  and  the  Sen¬ 
ate  agreed  to  go  along  with  it,  that  these 
additional  funds  would  not  be  earmarked 
to  any  specific  States  nor  denied  to  any 
other  States  who  have  public  land  high¬ 
ways.  Otherwise,  it  would  not  be  fair 
or  equitable. 

I  congratulate  the  gentleman  from 
California  for  being  one  that  led  that 
fight  in  that  his  State  would  have  been 
denied  these  funds  otherwise.  Is  that 
not  correct? 

Mr.  BALDWIN.  The  gentleman  from 
Florida  has  made  an  accurate  statement 
of  the  agreement  which  was  arrived  at 
by  all  conferees  on  both  sides,  that  no 
funds  in  this  bill  should  be  given  any 
priority  as  to  any  State  whatsoever. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield  1 
minute  to  the  gentleman  from  Arkansas 
[Mr.  Harms]. 

Mr.  HARRIS.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  want  to 
compliment  the  conferees  on  the  fine 
work  they  have  done  on  this  program, 
the  Federal  Highway  Act  of  1962.  I  sup¬ 
port  the  conference  report.  I  think  the 
conferees  have  done  a  fine  job  for  the 
United  States. 

I  want  particularly  to  express  my 
thanks  and  appreciation  to  the  conferees 
for  accepting  the  provisions  of  the  bill 
with  reference  to  the  public  lands  high¬ 
way.  I  testified  before  the  committee  in 
the  House  and  the  committee  in  the  Sen¬ 
ate  on  the  need  for  a  road  under  this 
program  in  the  Ouachita  National  For¬ 
est  in  Arkansas  and  Oklahoma.  This 
recreation  and  scenic  road  is  between 
Mena,  Ark.,  in  my  district  and  U.S.  High¬ 
way  No.  271.  It  runs  over  into  the  State 
of  Oklahoma,  the  district  represented  by 
the  distinguished  majority  leader  of  the 
House.  We  jointly  have  been  interested 
in  this.  It  is  one  of  those  projects  that 
qualifies  to  be  included  for  construc¬ 
tion  with  the  authorization.  It  will  be 
about  55  miles  long  and  estimated  to  cost 
about  $7  million. 

I  want  to  thank  the  conferees,  partic-  " 
ularly  the  chairman,  for  his  courteous 
consideration  of  this  matter  in  which 
our  people  are  so  tremendously  inter¬ 
ested. 


(Mr.  HARRIS  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks.) 

Mr.  GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  yield  to  the  gentle¬ 
man. 

Mr.  GROSS.  Do  I  understand  that 
the  other  body  put  in  this  provision  con¬ 
cerning  the  Rama  Road? 

Mr.  FALLON.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thought  we  were  told 
in  the  House  some  3  years  ago  that  the 
authorization  at  that  time  be  the  last 
dollar  to  be  spent  on  the  Rama  Road, 
yet  here  I  find  in  this  bill  $850,000  or 
nearly  $1  million  more.  When  is  this 
thing  going  to  end? 

Mr.  FALLON.  I  understand  it  ends 
after  this  last  5  miles  is  completed 
so  that  it  will  be  an  all-purpose  road 
or  all-weather  road  from  San  Benito 
to  Rama.  This  is  the  last  5  miles  of 
the  155  miles  going  from  the  Inter- 
American  Highway  to  the  Pacific  Coast. 

Mr.  GROSS.  The  gentleman  says 
this  is  the  last  money  that  we  will  be 
called  upon  to  spend  on  the  Rama  Road? 

Mr.  FALLON.  That  is  the  assurance 
that  was  given  to  the  committee. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  hope  the  gentleman 
is  more  right  on  that  than  was  the  in¬ 
formation  given  the  House  some  3  years 
ago  when  we  were  told  there  would  not 
be  another  dime  going  to  the  Rama 
Road. 

Mr.  FALLON.  May  I  say  to  the 
gentleman  I  share  the  same  hope  as  the 
gentleman  from  Iowa. 

Mr.  GROSS.  I  thank  the  gentleman 
and  I  hope  this  is  the  end. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  yield 
such  time  as  he  may  require  to  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  Hlinois  [Mr.  Kluczynski], 

Mr.  KLUCZYNSKI.  Mr.  Speaker,  I 
rise  in  support  of  this  conference  report 
on  the  bill,  H.R.  12135.  It  was  a  pleasure 
to  serve  on  the  conference  committee 
with  such  outstanding  gentlemen  as  the 
father  of  the  Interstate  Highway  Sys¬ 
tem,  the  gentleman  from  Maryland  [Mr. 
Fallon],  and  also  with  the  gentleman 
from  Florida  [Mr.  Cramer]  and  the  gen¬ 
tleman  from  New  York  [Mr.  Baldwin]. 
As  I  say,  it  was  a  pleasure  to  serve 
with  them  on  the  committee  and  I 
believe  the  committee  has  done  a  fine 
job.  I  think  that  the  Members  of  the 
House  should  be  proud  of  the  outstand¬ 
ing  work  they  have  done  both  in  the 
Committee  on  Public  Works  and  also  in 
the  conference. 

Mr.  Speaker,  I  support  this  conference 
report  and  know  that  it  will  be  over¬ 
whelmingly  adopted. 

Mr.  FALLON.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  move 
the  previous  question. 

The  previous  question  was  ordered. 

The  SPEAKER  pro  tempore  (Mr.  Al¬ 
bert).  The  question  is  on  agreeing  to 
the  conference  report. 

The  conference  report  was  agreed  to. 

A  motion  to  reconsider  was  laid  on  the 
table. _ 


October  11 


Member  for  checking  his  tentative  vot¬ 
ing  record  for  this  session.  I  find  in  a, 
small  instance  I  am  not  correctly  re/ 
corded. 

On  rollcall  No.  99  of  Wednesday,  JOne 
6,  1962,  on  the  consideration  ofi/H.R. 
11665,  on  the  motion  to  recommit  with 
instructions  I  voted  “nay”  and  suit  unan¬ 
imous  consent  to  have  the  Rjtcord  cor¬ 
rected  accordingly. 

I  have  always  voted  foy'the  Federal 
school  lunch  program  and  in  this  in¬ 
stance  strongly  favor  tffe  provision  for 
$10  million  in  special  ^sistance  to  States 
giving  free  or  redu/^d-price  lunches 'in 
depressed  areas  ai/s  areas  of  unemploy¬ 
ment. 

The  SPEAKER.  Without  objection, 
the  permanent  Record  and  Journal  will 
be  correctecLaccordingly. 

There  wag  no  objection. 

(Mr^ULTON  asked  and  was  given 
permission  to  address  the  House  for  1 
rniimte  and  to  revise  and  extend  his 
remarks. ) 

[Mr.  FULTON’S  remarks  will  appear 
lereafter  in  the  Appendix.] 


CORRECTION  OF  ROLLCALL 

Mr.  FULTON.  Mr.  Speaker,  the  Clerk 
of  the  House  has  submitted  to  each 


DISTRICT  OF  COLUMBIA  TEACH¬ 
ERS’  SALARY  AND  RETIREMENT 

AMENDMENTS  OF  1962 

Mr.  DOWDY.  Mr.  Speaker,  I  call  up 
the  conference  report  on  the  bill  (S. 
1447 )  to  amend  the  District  of  Columbia 
Teachers’  Salary  Act  of  1955,  as 
amended,  and  to  provide  for  the  adjust¬ 
ment  of  annuities  paid  from  the  District 
of  Columbia  teachers’  retirement  and 
annuity  fund,  and  ask  unanimous  con¬ 
sent  that  the  statement  of  the  managers 
on  the  part  of  the  House  be  read  in  lieu 
of  the  report. 

The  Clerk  read  the  title  of  the  bill. 

The  SPEAKER.  Is  there  objection  to 
the  request  of  the  gentleman  from  Texas 
[Mr.  Dowdy]? 

There  was  no  objection. 

The  Clerk  read  the  statement. 

(For  conference  report  and  statement, 
!e  proceedings  of  the  House  of  October 
.1962.) 

GROSS.  Mr.  Speaker,  will  the 
gentl&man  yield? 

Mr.  DQWDY.  I  yield  to  the  gentleman 
from  Ics 

Mr.  GR&SS.  Are  the  amendments  in 
this  bill  gerirane? 

Mr.  DOWd\  I  would  like  to  say  to 
the  gentleman^hat  the  amendments 
made  were  negligible.  We  sustained  90 
percent  of  the  portion  of  the  House. 
They  are  all  german^ 

Mr.  GROSS.  All  amendments  to  this 
bill  are  strictly  germane^ to  the  subject 
matter  of  the  bill  as  it  passed  the  House. 
Is  that  correct? 

Mr.  DOWDY.  Yes,  that  isVorrect. 

Mr.  GROSS.  And  what  is  theUncrease 
above  the  10.1  percent  that  th\House 
approved? 

Mr.  DOWDY.  There  is  probably  a\ery 
negligible  increase,  up  to  maybe  10.2  p? 
cent.  I  will  state  it  this  way.  Tift 
House  bill  as  we  passed  it  was  for  $2^ 
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To  authorize  appropriations  for  the  fiscal  years  1904  and  1965  for  the  construction 
of  certain  highways  in  accordance  with  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code,  and 
for  other  purposes. 


Be  it  enacted  by  the  Senate  and  House  of  Representatives  of  the 
United  States  of  America  in  Congress  assembled, 

SHORT  TITLE 

Section  1.  This  Act  may  be  cited  as  the  “Federal-Aid  Highway  Act  Federal-Aid  High 
of  1962”.  "  way  Act  of  1962. 

AUTHORIZATIONS 

Sec.  2.  For  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  the  provisions  of  title  23  of 
the  United  States  Code  the  following  sums  are  hereby  authorized  to 
be  appropriated : 

(1)  For  the  Federal-aid  primary  system  and  the  Federal-aid 
secondary  system  and  for  their  extension  within  urban  areas,  out  of 
the  Highway  Trust  Fund,  $950,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30,  1964,  and  $975,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1965.  The  sums  authorized  in  this  paragraph  for  each  fiscal  year 
shall  be  available  for  expenditure  as  follows : 

(A)  45  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  primary 
highway  system; 

(B)  30  per  centum  for  projects  on  the  Federal-aid  secondary 
highway  system;  and 

(C)  25  per  centum  for  projects  on  extensions  of  the  Federal- 
aid  primary  and  Federal-aid  secondary  highway  systems  in  urban 
areas. 

(2)  For  forest  highways,  $33,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June 
30, 1964,  and  $33,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1965. 

(3)  For  forest  development  roads  and  trails,  an  additional 
$10,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  $70,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $85,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1965. 

(4)  For  public  lands  development  roads  and  trails,  $2,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1964,  and  $4,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1965. 

(5)  For  park  roads  and  trails,  $22,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending 
June  30, 1964,  and  $25,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1965. 

(6)  For  parkways,  $16,550,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 

1964,  and  $16,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1965. 

(7)  For  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges,  $16,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1964,  and  $18,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1965. 

(8)  For  public  lands  highways,  the  additional  sum  of  $6,000,000  for 
the  fiscal  year  ending  June  30,  1963,  and  the  sum  of  $9,000,000  for  the 
fiscal  year  ending  June  30, 1964,  and  $9,000,000  for  the  fiscal  year  end¬ 
ing  June  30, 1965. 

THE  RAMA  ROAD 

Sec.  3.  That  in  order  to  provide  for  completion  of  the  Rama  Road 
in  the  Republic  of  Nicaragua,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appro¬ 
priated  to  the  Department  of  State,  in  addition  to  the  sums  hereto¬ 
fore  authorized,  the  sum  of  $850,000,  to  be  available  until  expended.  Appropriation, 
for  discharging  the  United  States  obligation  under  the  applicable 
agreement  with  the  Government  of  Nicaragua:  Prodded,  That  the 
survey  and  construction  work  shall  be  under  the  general  supervision 
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of  the  Secretary  of  Commerce :  Provided  further ,  That  funds  provided 
pursuant  to  this  authorization  shall  not  be  available  for  expenditure 
except  under  the  conditions  set  forth  in  section  213  of  title  23,  United 
States  Code,  with  respect  to  the  authorization  contained  in  that  sec¬ 
tion:  And  provided  further ,  That  the  funds  authorized  in  this  section 
shall  be  available  for  contract  immediately  upon  the  passage  of  this 
Act. 

INTER-AMERICAN  1 1 IOIIWAY 

Sec.  4.  For  the  purpose  of  completing  the  construction  of  the  Inter- 
American  Highway,  there  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated 
the  additional  sum  of  $32,000,000  to  be  expended  in  accordance  with 
the  provisions  of  section  212  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code: 
Provided ,  That  no  part  of  such  sum  shall  be  obligated  in  any  country 
until  that  country  demonstrates,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Secretary, 
that  it  is  capable  of  and  willing  to  meet  its  commitment  for  mainte¬ 
nance  under  the  agreements  entered  into  pursuant  to  the  provisions 
of  section  212(a)  (5)  of  title  23,  United  States  Code.  Net  to  exceed 
$12,000,000  of  the  funds  authorized  herein  shall  be  available  for  con¬ 
tract  immediately  upon  enactment  of  this  Act  and  compliance  with  such 
commitment,  except  that  such  contract  authority  shall  be  reduced  by 
such  amounts  as  are  appropriated  for  construction  of  the  Inter- 
American  Highway  by  the  Eighty-seventh  Congress,  second  session. 

ASSISTANCE  FOR  DISPLACED  FAMILIES  AND  BUSINESSES 

Sec.  5.  (a)  Chapter  1  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  section : 

“§  133.  Relocation  assistance 

“(a)  As  used  in  this  section  the  term  ‘eligible  person'  means  any 
individual,  family,  business  concern  (including  the  operation  of  a 
farm)  and  nonprofit  organization  to  be  displaced  by  construction  of 
a  project. 

•‘(b)  The  Secretary  prior  to  his  approval  of  any  project  under 
section  106  of  this  title  for  right-of-way  acquisition  or  actual  con¬ 
struction  shall  require  the  State  highway  department  to  give  satis¬ 
factory  assurance  that  relocation  advisory  assistance  shall  be  provided 
for  the  relocation  of  families  displaced  by  acquisition  or  clearance  of 
rights-of-way  for  any  Federal-aid  highway. 

•*(c)  The  Secretary  shall  approve,  as  a  part  of  the  cost  of  construc¬ 
tion  of  a  project  on  any  of  the  Federal-aid  highway  systems,  such 
relocation  payments  as  may  be  made  by  a  State  highway  department, 
or  a  local  public  agency  acting  as  an  agent  for  the  State  highway 
department  for  this  purpose,  to  eligible  persons  for  their  reasonable 
and  necessary  moving  expenses  caused  by  their  displacement  from  real 
property  acquired  for  such  project.  However,  the  Secretary  shall  not 
require  a  State  to  pay  relocation  payments  where  not  authorized  by 
State  law. 

“(d)  Payments  under  this  section  shall  be  subject  to  such  rules  and 
regulations  as  may  be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary,  and  shall  not  exceed 
$200  in  the  case  of  an  individual  or  family,  or  $3,000  in  the  case  of  a 
business  concern  (including  the  operation  of  a  farm)  or  nonprofit 
organization.  In  the  case  of  a  business  (including  the  operation  of  a 
farm)  and  in  the  case  of  a  nonprofit  organization,  the  allowable 
expenses  for  transportation  under  this  subsection  shall  not  exceed  the 
cost  of  moving  50  miles  from  the  point  from  which  such  business  or 
organization  is  being  displaced.  Such  rules  and  regulations  may 
include  provisions  authorizing  reimbursement  for  payments  made  to 
individuals  and  families  of  fixed  amounts  (not  to  exceed  $200  in  any 
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case)  in  lieu  of  their  respective  reasonable  and  necessary  moving 
expenses. 

“(e)  This  section  shall  apply  only  with  respect  to  projects  approved 
under  section  106  of  this  title  after  the  date  of  enactment  of  this 
section.” 

(b)  The  analysis  of  chapter  1  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code 
is  amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following: 

“133.  Relocation  assistance.” 

PUBLIC  LANDS  DEVELOPMENT  ROADS  AND  TRAILS 

Sec.  6.  (a)  Section  101  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 
inserting  immediately  after  the  paragraph  which  begins  “The  term 
‘project  agreement’  means”,  the  following: 

“The  term  ‘public  lands  development  roads  and  trails’  means  those 
roads  or  trails  which  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  determines  are  of 
primary  importance  for  the  development,  protection,  administration, 
and  utilization  of  public  lands  and  resources  under  his  control.” 

•v  (b)  Chapter  2  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  is  amended  by 
)  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following  new  section : 

“§  214.  Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails 

“ (a)  F unds  available  for  public  lands  development  roads  and  trails 
shall  be  used  to  pay  the  cost  of  construction  and  improvement  of  such 
roads  and  trails. 

“(b)  Funds  available  for  public  lands  development  roads  and  trails 
shall  be  available  for  adjacent  vehicular  parking  areas  and  for  sani¬ 
tary,  water,  and  fire  control  facilities. 

“(c)  The  Secretary  shall  approve  the  location,  type,  and  design  of 
all  projects  for  public  lands  development  roads  and  trails  before  any 
expenditures  are  made  thereon  and  all  construction  thereof  shall  be 
under  the  general  supervision  of  the  Secretary.” 

(c)  The  analysis  of  chapter  2  of  title  23  is  amended  by  adding  at  the 
end  thereof  the  following: 

“214.  Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails.” 

AVAILABILITY  OF  FUNDS - OTHER  HIGHWAYS 

Sec.  7.  Section  203  of  title  23  of  the  United  States  Code  is  amended 
by  inserting  immediately  before  the  phrase  “park  roads  and  trails”, 
at  each  of  the  two  places  it  appears  in  such  section,  the  following: 
1  “public  lands  development  roads  and  trails,”. 

FEDERAL-AID  SECONDARY  HIGHWAY  SYSTEM - URBAN  AREAS 

Sec.  8.  (a)  The  last  sentence  of  subsection  (c)  of  section  103  of  title 
23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  to  read  as  follows :  “This  system 
may  be  located  both  in  rural  and  urban  areas,  but  any  extension  of  the 
system  into  urban  areas  shall  be  subject  to  the  condition  that  such 
extension  pass  through  the  urban  area  or  connect  with  another  Fed¬ 
eral-aid  system  within  the  urban  area.” 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall 
apply  to  apportionments  made  before  as  well  as  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act. 


1147. 


72  Stat.  892. 


23  USC  201- 
213. 


-4- 


October  23,  1962 


Pub.  Law  87-866 

76  STAT.  1148. 

TRANSPORTATION  PLANNING  IN  CERTAIN  URBAN  AREAS 

Sec.  9.  (a)  Chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is  amended  by 

Ante,  p.  1146.  adding  immediately  following  section  133  the  following  new  section : 

“§  134.  Transportation  planning  in  certain  urban  areas 

“It  is  declared  to  be  in  the  national  interest  (o  encourage  and  pro¬ 
mote  the  development  of  transportation  systems,  embracing  various 
modes  of  transport  in  a  manner  that  will  serve  the  States  and  local 
communities  efficiently  and  effectively.  To  accomplish  this  objective 
the  Secretary  shall  cooperate  with  the  States,  as  authorized  in  this 
title,  in  the  development  of  long-range  highway  plans  and  programs 
which  are  properly  coordinated  with  plans  for  improvements  in  other 
affected  forms  of  transportation  and  which  are  formulated  with  due 
consideration  to  their  probable  effect  on  the  future  development  of 
urban  areas  of  more  than  fifty  thousand  population.  After  July  1, 
1965,  the  Secretary  shall  not  approve  under  section  105  of  this  title  any 
program  for  projects  in  any  urban  area  of  more  than  fifty  thousand 
population  unless  he  finds  that  such  projects  are  based  on  a  continuing 
comprehensive  transportation  planning  process  carried  on  coopera¬ 
tively  by  States  and  local  communities  in  conformance  with  the 
objectives  stated  in  this  section.” 

(b)  The  analysis  of  chapter  1  of  title  23,  United  States  Code,  is 
amended  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following : 

“134.  Transportation  planning  in  certain  urban  areas.” 

RURAL  DELIVERY  AND  STAR  ROUTE  MILEAGE 

72  stat.  889;  Sec.  10.  (a)  Subsection  (b)(1)  of  section  104  of  title  23  of  the 

73  stat.  146.  United  States  Code  is  amended  by  striking  out  “preceding  fiscal  year” 

and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “preceding  calendar  year”. 

(b)  The  amendment  made  by  subsection  (a)  of  this  section  shall  be 
applicable  only  with  respect  to  apportionments  made  after  the  date  of 
enactment  of  this  Act. 

HIGHWAY  PLANNING  AND  RESEARCH  FUNDS 

72  stat.  913.  Sec.  11.  Subsection  (c)  of  section  307  of  title  23  of  the  United  States 
Code  is  amended  by  inserting  “(1)”  immediately  after“(c)”,by  strik¬ 
ing  out  “any  year”  and  inserting  in  lieu  thereof  “each  fiscal  year  prior 
to  the  fiscal  year  1964”,  and  by  adding  at  the  end  thereof  the  following : 

“  ( 2)  One  and  one-half  per  centum  of  the  sums  apport  ioned  for  each 
fiscal  year  beginning  with  the  fiscal  year  1964  to  any  State  under  sec¬ 
tion  104  of  this  title  shall  be  available  for  expenditure  by  the  State 
highway  department  only  for  the  purposes  enumerated  in  paragraph 
( 1 )  of  this  subsection. 

“(3)  In  addition  to  the  percentage  provided  in  paragraph  (2)  of 
this  subsection,  not  to  exceed  one-half  of  one  per  centum  of  sums 
apportioned  for  each  fiscal  year  beginning  with  the  fiscal  year  1964 
under  paragraphs  (1),  (2),  and  (3)  of  section  104(b)  of  this  title  shall 
be  available  for  expenditure  upon  request  of  the  State  highway  depart¬ 
ment  for  the  purposes  enumerated  in  paragraph  (1)  of  this  subsection. 

“(4)  Sums  made  available  under  paragraphs  (2)  and  (3)  of  this 
subsection  shall  be  matched  by  the  State  in  accordance  with  section  120 
of  this  title  unless  the  Secretary  determines  that  the  interests  of  the 
Federal-aid  highway  program  would  be  best  served  without  such 
matching.” 
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Sec.  12.  For  the  purposes  of  section  2  of  this  Act  each  of  the  follow¬ 
ing  terms  shall  have  the  same  meaning  as  is  given  it  in  section  101  of 
title  23  of  the  United  States  Code:  72  s tat.  885. 

(1)  Forest  development  roads  and  trails, 

(2)  Forest  highway; 

(3)  Indian  reservation  roads  and  bridges; 

(4)  Park  roads  and  trails ; 

(5)  Parkway; 

(6)  Public  lands  highways ; 

( 7 )  F ederal-aid  primary  system ; 

(8)  Federal-aid  secondary  system; 

(9)  Urban  area; 

(10)  Public  lands  development  roads  and  trails. 


ALASKA  HIGHWAY  STUDY 

Sec.  13.  (a)  The  Secretary  of  Commerce,  in  cooperation  with  the 
State  of  Alaska,  is  hereby  authorized  to  make  engineering  studies 
and  estimates  and  planning  surveys  relative  to  a  highway  construc¬ 
tion  program  for  the  State  of  Alaska,  and,  in  accordance  with  treaties 
or  other  agreements  to  be  negotiated  with  Canada  by  the  Secretary  of 
State  in  consultation  with  the  Secretary  of  Commerce,  engineering 
studies,  estimates,  and  planning  surveys  relative  to  connecting  Alaskan 
roads  with  Canadian  roads  at  the  International  boundary. 

(b)  On  or  before  May  15,  1964,  the  Secretary  of  Commerce  shall  Report  to 
submit  a  report  to  the  Congress  which  shall  include —  Congress . 

(1)  an  analysis  of  the  adequacy  of  the  Federal-aid  highway 

firogram  to  provide  for  a  satisfactory  program  in  both  the  popu- 
atea  and  the  undeveloped  areas  in  Alaska ; 

(2)  specific  recommendations  as  to  the  construction  ot  roads 
through  undeveloped  areas  of  Alaska  and  connection  of  such 
roads  with  Canadian  roads  at  the  International  boundary;  and 

(3)  a  feasible  program  for  implementing  such  specific  recom¬ 
mendations,  including  cost  estimates,  recommendations  as  to  the 
sharing  of  cost  responsibilities,  and  other  pertinent  matters. 

(c)  From  time  to  time,  either  before  or  after  submission  of  the 
report  provided  for  in  subsection  (b)  of  this  section,  the  Secretary  of 
Commerce  may  submit  recommendations  to  the  Congress  with  respect 
to  the  construction  of  particular  highways  to  carry  out  the  purposes 
of  this  section. 

(d)  Nothing  in  this  section  shall  be  construed  as  creating  any  obli¬ 
gation  in  the  Congress,  express  or  implied,  to  carry  out  the  recom¬ 
mendations  referred  to  in  subsections  (b)  and  (c). 

(e)  There  is  hereby  authorized  to  be  appropriated,  out  of  any  money  Appropriation, 
in  the  Treasury  not  otherwise  appropriated,  to  be  available  until 
expended,  the  sum  of  $800,000  for  the  purpose  of  making  the  studies, 
surveys,  and  report  authorized  by  subsections  (a)  and  (b)  hereof. 

Approved  October  23,  1962. 
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